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ABSTRACT 
 
 
INTEGRATING LANGUAGE AND CONTENT LEARNING OBJECTIVES: 
THE BILKENT UNIVERSITY ADJUNCT MODEL 
 
 
Doan, Egemen Barı 
 
MA., Department of Teaching English as a Foreign Language 
 
Supervisor: Dr. Fredricka L. Stoller 
 
Co-Supervisor: Dr. William Snyder 
 
 
 
July 2003 
 
 
 In response to a global interest in learning English, many instructional 
approaches, methods, and techniques have been developed. Some have been short-lived, 
and others have sustained themselves for longer periods of time. Content-based 
instruction (CBI) — a particular approach to CBI involving a pairing of language and 
content classes with shared language and content learning objectives — have been 
considered as viable ways to teach language in recent times. 
 This case study was conducted to determine what content and language lecturers 
in Bilkent’s Adjunct Programs think about the rationale, development, and 
implementation of current programs and future adjunct program offerings. During the 
data gathering process, two interview protocols were used, one to gather background 
information on the adjunct programs and the other to solicit perspectives from  
 iv 
interviewees with different roles in the programs. A questionnaire was also developed to 
obtain additional insights from content and language lecturers in the adjunct programs. 
Primary-source documentation was also consulted. 
 The results of the case study indicate that the adjunct courses developed and 
implemented at Bilkent University have been beneficial for second-year students, though 
the programs still have problems to work out. Based on the data solicited from Bilkent 
staff, students enrolled in adjunct classes have improved their academic language skills 
and content knowledge. However, in the development of these adjunct programs, 
program developers and language lecturers have had to cope with issues including 
cooperation between lecturers, administrative and tutorial support, resources, balance of 
course hours, and in-service training.  
 
Key Words: Content-based Instruction, Adjunct Model, Linked Classes, English for 
Academic Purposes (EAP) 
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ÖZET 
 
DL VE ÇERKLE LGL ÖRENME AMAÇLARININ BRLETRLMES: 
BLKENT ÜNVERSTES BLEK MODEL 
 
Doan, Egemen Barı 
Yüksek Lisans, Yabancı Dil Olarak ngilizce Öretimi Bölümü 
Tez Yöneticisi: Dr. Fredricka L. Stoller 
Ortak Tez Yöneticisi: Dr. William Snyder 
 
Temmuz 2003 
 
  ngilizce örenimine yönelik küresel ilgiye kout olarak, bir çok yaklaım, yöntem 
ve teknik gelitirilmektedir. Bunlardan bazıları kısa ömürlü olurken, bazıları da 
geçerliliklerini uzun yıllardır korumaktadırlar.çerik temelli izlence (T-CBI) ve bileik 
model —kapsamını dil ve ders içeriiyle ilgili amaçların oluturduu ikili dil ve içerik 
ders izlencesi— T’ ye dönük özel bir yaklaım— dil öretiminde son zamanlarda 
uygulanabilir yöntemler olarak görülmektedir. 
 Bu olgu çalımasının amacı, Bilkent Üniversitesi Bileik zlencelerinde ders veren 
içerik ve dil hocalarının, izlencenin gelitirilmesine yönelik gerekçeler, izlencelerle ilgili 
gelitirme ve uygulama konuları ve gelecekteki bileik izlencelere yönelik önerilerle 
ilgili düüncelerinin neler olduunu saptamaktı. Veri toplama sırasında iki ayrı görüme 
süreci geçirildi. lkinin amacı, eski ve yeni çalıanlarından izlencenin geçmiine ilikin 
bilgi toplamak, ötekisinin amacıysa izlencede deiik görevleri olanlardan 
 vi 
deerlendirmelerini almaktı. lgili bölümlerde ders veren içerik ve dil hocalarından ek 
bilgi almak için bir de anket gelitirildi. lk elden edinilen kaynaklara da ayrıca 
bavuruldu. 
 Bu olgu çalımasının sonuçları, hala daha çözüm bekleyen birtakım sorunlar 
olmasına karın, Bilkent Üniversitesi’nde gelitirilen ve uygulanan bileik izlence 
derslerinin, ikinci sınıf örencileri için oldukça yararlı olduunu göstermitir. Bilkent 
öretim elemanlarının deerlendirmelerine göre, bileik izlence içerisinde örenim 
gören örenciler, akademik dil becerileri ve bölüm derslerini örenmede ilerleme 
salamılardır. Bununla birlikte, izlencenin gelitirilmesi ve uygulanmasında, izlenceyi 
gelitirenler ve dil okutmanları deiik konularla uramak durumunda kalmılardır. 
 
Anahtar Sözcükler: çerik temelli izlence, Bileik Model, Balantılı Dersler, Akademik 
Amaçlı ngilizce (AM)
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Introduction 
 Because English has become the global lingua franca, many people are studying 
English. In response to this growing interest, experts in the field of teaching English as a 
second or foreign language are engaged in an ongoing exploration of issues related to how 
the teaching and learning of a language can be made easier. Over the years, many 
approaches, methods, and techniques have been developed. Some have been short-lived, 
and others have sustained themselves for longer periods of time. In more recent times, 
professionals have considered content-based instruction (CBI) as a viable way to teach 
language. CBI involves an integration of language and content learning objectives. As 
defined in Crandall and Tucker (1990): “CBI is an integrated approach to language 
instruction drawing topics, texts, and tasks from content or subject matter classes, but 
focusing on the cognitive, academic language skills required [for students] to participate 
effectively in content instruction” (p. 83).  
In the application of CBI, some models have emerged. These include total 
immersion, partial immersion, sheltered courses, and adjunct and theme-based courses 
(Snow, 2001). Of these, adjunct models will be the focus of this study. In adjunct models, 
learners become members of both a language class and a linked subject class (Snow, 
2001). The aim of the adjunct model is to involve students simultaneously with the process 
of learning English and subject matter. The program is meant to help students to improve
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their language skills, academic abilities, and proficiency in language learning and subject 
learning.  
The reason for this study is that in Turkish universities, the lecturers of English 
courses face many problems (e.g., demotivated students, a mismatch between instruction 
and students’ real-world needs, inefficient curricula). From the perspective of my 
institution, Kafkas University, Kars, we, language lecturers, have a lot of problems similar 
to those just stated. Our students do not want to learn English because of the heavy course 
load for their majors and their poor levels of English. These problems, and others, 
represent the major impetus for this study. If students were convinced of the usefulness 
and necessity of learning English and if a special language support class were paired with 
one of their required courses, the learning and teaching situation might improve. The 
adjunct model can possibly be used to meet the content and language learning needs of 
Turkish students, in Kars and elsewhere, and help English lecturers develop the language 
learning of their students by cooperating with content teachers. This research will focus on 
the Adjunct Program at Bilkent University as a case study to learn about the rationale for 
the program, issues considered in the development and implementation of the program, 
and the attitudes of program staff towards current and future program offerings. Based on 
these findings, implications for other Turkish institutions will be explored.  
Background of the Study 
The adjunct model, with aims to support students’ content learning and academic 
English improvement, has been applied in many different settings. Adjunct courses have 
been paired with content courses in various disciplines; for instance, language courses 
have been linked to biology and history classes in a California high school (Wegrzecka-
Kowalevski, 1997), social science classes at the Social Science English Language Centre 
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in Beijing (Snow, 2001), and the MBA curriculum at the University of Florida, (McGarry, 
1998). In these settings, it has been reported that the adjunct model has helped English as a 
Foreign Language (EFL) and English as a Second Language (ESL) students to improve 
their language proficiency and academic abilities.   
One application of the adjunct model, as reported by Iancu (1997), was applied to a 
group of immigrant students whom the English Language Institute, George Fox 
University, Newberg, Oregon, intended to prepare for undergraduate studies. In this 
program, history was chosen because it allowed ESL students to become involved with 
American culture easily. Thus, the lectures drew the attention of the students. The course 
was designed for students whose TOEFL scores ranged from 387 to 520. At the time that 
Iancu wrote her article, the adjunct program had evolved for a three-year period. Before 
the adjunct program was initiated, a skills-based program was in use. But to motivate 
students and boost their morale, the faculty decided to design an adjunct model program. 
At the end of each year, the results of the course, based on students’ comments, were 
discussed and some necessary adjustments were made, such as adjusting requirements by 
requiring higher TOEFL scores from lower-level students, and increasing the hours of the 
course. As a result of the program, Iancu reports that the level and proficiency of the weak 
students improved, as expected. 
The results of the adjunct program developed by Andrade and Makaafi (2001) also 
support the usefulness of the model. In their program, at Brigham Young University-
Hawaii, first they contacted the university administration and the dean to gain their support 
for the project. Then, they chose different kinds of classes, such as health and music, to 
link with language classes. Next, they tried to find experienced instructors. After that, they 
determined how many students would be involved with the program and decided what 
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should be taught. At the end, based on the grades of the students, it was determined that 
the classes met students’ needs and students were successful, as compared with students 
enrolled in non-adjunct classes at the same institution. One additional benefit of the 
program was that the students were in touch with native speakers (i.e., language 
instructors) both inside and outside the classroom. The adjunct model program also helped 
the instructors of content classes understand the problems and needs of the students (e.g., 
the students’ need to master the target language in content classes, their isolation from 
native students in the classroom). This understanding assisted the content teachers in 
finding ways to help students perform better in content classes.  
In an article by Gee (1997), the author mentions the useful characteristics of the 
adjunct model, and how an adjunct model can be used in an effective way. Referring to the 
adjunct program developed at Glendale Community College, Gee points out how this 
model helps students to develop themselves and find solutions to their problems in 
language learning. At the same time, the author argues that the stronger the relation 
between language and content instructors is, the greater the success of the students is. For 
instance, the author mentions the usefulness of meetings held between language and 
content teachers for the ongoing development of the adjunct program. In the development 
and implementation of the adjunct program, the paired language and content instructors 
asked each other questions about each other’s own areas of expertise. The content 
instructors were able to see the problems, difficulties, and necessities faced in the 
development and implementation of the adjunct program, and find and offer suitable 
solutions.  During these meetings, the author and the social science content instructor also 
focused on the importance of needs analysis and the identification of appropriate content 
for the benefit of the students.   
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Goldstein, Campbell, and Cummings (1997) focus on the implementation of the 
adjunct model in different settings. In their report, they focus on problems faced by 
students and instructors in these adjunct courses. Some students were not pleased with the 
adjunct program; they did not want to learn English in this way, but instead wanted to 
focus on the rules of standard English. Also, they wanted to write about topics other than 
politics (which was their major). The content instructors, in some cases, did not want 
language instructors to be involved with their subjects, but instead thought that the 
language instructors should only teach students the standards and mechanics of writing, 
grammar, and other conventional rules of English. Other problems emerged in this study. 
Full-time instructors taught the content classes, but for the language courses, there were 
only part-time instructors. Unfortunately, often there was little cooperation or consistency 
between content and language instructors and instruction. Students felt uncomfortable 
because of the negative relationships between their language and content teachers, and this 
affected students’ performance. To overcome such problems, the authors emphasize the 
importance of flexibility and cooperation. With flexibility and cooperation among 
teachers, this model can reach its aims, and students will be able to improve their language 
and content learning. 
These case studies suggest that the adjunct model can, despite the problems faced 
by adjunct participants (students and instructors alike), possibly be a useful means of 
teaching and learning a language in different instructional settings. 
Statement of the Problem 
Because language learning is a long process, both teachers and students may face 
difficulties such as demotivation, finding appropriate materials of interest and relevance, 
and limited instruction time. We, as teachers, need to try different approaches to help our 
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students to improve their abilities. There are many approaches to language teaching that 
have the potential for being effective, including the adjunct model. The outcomes of the 
adjunct model case studies mentioned earlier have shown that students’ academic abilities 
and language proficiency, especially those of weak students, improve when language and 
content courses are explicitly linked. In addition, when a good climate is established inside 
the classroom and across disciplines and when positive interactions are possible between 
students and teachers, non-native and native students, and language and content teachers, 
adjunct programs can be particularly effective. However, as stated above, some program 
developers, especially language teachers, have faced some problems. These problems 
show that no matter how carefully the approach has been developed, each institution has 
its own constraints to work with. It is not possible to say that there is any single adjunct 
model approach that can meet the needs of all institutions or solve all of the problems 
associated with the adjunct model, specifically, and instruction, more generally. For this 
reason, approaches to the development and implementation of an adjunct model should be 
adjusted to the constraints of each institution.  
The aim of this research is to understand the adjunct program at Bilkent University 
from numerous points of view. This study will try to determine the relation between 
language and content classes and the effects of the adjunct model, as it has been developed 
and implemented at Bilkent University, on the needs of university-level students. It will 
also attempt to determine whether this adjunct program is useful in its current format. 
Then, whether or not the model can be adapted to other Turkish educational settings, 
including my home institution, Kafkas University, Kars, will be explored. 
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Research Questions 
 The aim of this study is to answer the questions below: 
1- What rationales do Bilkent University staff (administrators and teachers) give for the 
adjunct program? 
2- What issues have been considered by adjunct program staff at Bilkent University in the 
development and implementation of the university’s adjunct program offerings? 
3- What are the attitudes of adjunct program staff at Bilkent University toward current and 
future adjunct program offerings?  
Significance of the Problem 
  The adjunct model seems to be useful for both teachers and students, contributing 
new instructional options to the field of language teaching and learning. This research tries 
to identify important details related to the design and implementation of the adjunct model 
at an English-medium Turkish university and determine its success. Based on the results, it 
may be possible to apply this model, with some modifications, to other English-based 
universities in Turkey and possibly to Turkish-medium universities where English 
lecturers face additional problems in foreign language teaching (e.g., poor student 
attitudes, few, if any, opportunities to illustrate the real-world value of English, grammar 
oriented curricula). This case study may reveal the benefits of teaching and learning 
language and content simultaneously and possible applications of the adjunct model. 
Definitions of Key Terms 
 The following terms are used often throughout the thesis and are defined below. 
Content-based instruction (CBI): An instructional approach that aims at combining 
language and content learning activities. In CBI, the goals and objectives of the curriculum 
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have two aims: the learning of language and content. In this way, students are expected to 
improve their language skills, grasp of content, and academic abilities.  
Adjunct Model: One model of CBI in which students are enrolled in a content class and a 
language class at the same time. The curricula of these two classes are meant to support 
each other. 
Linked Classes: A pairing of two separate classes (a content class and a language class) 
which aims at teaching language and content in mutually supporting ways. Linked classes 
are usually associated with the adjunct model. 
English for Academic Purposes (EAP): An approach to English teaching which aims to 
teach academic language skills, study skills, and vocabulary to academically oriented 
students. Instruction is often planned around tasks related to real academic life.  
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CHAPTER2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
Content-based instruction (CBI) has gained prominence over the last few 
decades in the field of language teaching in response to the increasing importance of 
English worldwide. To respond to the challenges associated with integrating language 
and content learning objectives, teachers have translated the more general notion of CBI 
into various approaches and models. In order to understand CBI, this literature review is 
organized around the following questions: 
1. What is content-based instruction? 
2. Why do educators turn to content-based instruction? 
3. What is the adjunct model? 
4. Why is an adjunct model program needed? 
5. What subjects can be used in the development of an adjunct program?   
6. What are the development and implementation issues associated with adjunct 
programs?  
7. What are potential problems in the development and implementation of adjunct 
models? 
What is Content-based Instruction? 
Content-based instruction can be defined as an approach to language teaching 
that aims at helping learners succeed in English for Academic Purposes (EAP) and 
English for Specific Courses (ESP) courses in their schools (Snow, 2001). Similarly, 
Krahnke (1987, cited in Richards & Rodgers, 2001) describes content-based instruction 
in the following way: “It is the teaching of content or information in the language being 
  10 
learned with little or no explicit effort to teach the language itself separately from the 
content being taught” (p. 204). 
Correspondingly, Snow, Cortés, and Pron (1998) define CBI as “the use of 
subject matter for language teaching purposes” (p. 10). They also point out that CBI 
provides new insights for language teachers who have been used to inserting 
conventional methods into their teaching. Larsen-Freeman (2000) extends the definition 
by depicting CBI as an integration of language learning and, especially, academic 
content which provides learners with learning opportunities in natural environments. 
According to her, this integration of language and content-learning objectives was first 
seen in a ‘language across the curriculum’ program in England in the 1970s.  
Richard & Rodgers (2001) describe CBI as teaching language through what 
students learn in their content classes. They add that CBI is a way of acquiring 
knowledge and revealing why learners need to learn a language. They focus on three 
issues related to the nature of language learning in CBI: 
1. Language is text- and discourse-based: Language is a way of learning content 
2. Language use draws on integrated skills: Language is a way of becoming 
involved with the skills  
3. Language is purposeful: Language is a way of teaching or learning specific 
purposes related to expectations or needs of learners  
 Pally (cited in Andrade & Makaafi, 2001; Kasper, 2000) points out what she sees 
as the four major domains of CBI, and its different models, which help learners to be 
successful:  
1. linguistic skills which are necessary to perform tasks (e.g., usage of skills in an 
integrated way) 
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2. psychological issues (e.g., motivation, low anxiety) 
3. pedagogical issues (e.g., getting involved in content learning) 
4. collegial issues (e.g., a good climate created among language and content 
instructors) 
In accordance with these four domains of CBI, Pally depicts CBI as a practical way of 
language learning and teaching because of the opportunities that emerge to find, analyze, 
and evaluate knowledge.  
 Sustained-content language teaching (SCLT) (Murphy & Stoller, 2001) and 
sustained content-based instruction (Pally, 2000, cited in Murphy & Stoller, 2001) 
represent two new terms related to CBI. SCLT has two important characteristics, one 
particular content area that is balanced with the teaching of language. When developed 
successfully, SCLT helps students 
• find information from different sources and process it 
• become involved with content matter better 
• learn academic vocabulary related to their content classes 
• learn and practice new strategies to become better language learners 
In CBI, there are five commonly cited models that can be used in elementary, 
secondary, and higher education (Snow, 2001). They are immersion education (total and 
partial immersion), sheltered courses, the adjunct model, theme-based courses, and 
language classes with frequent use of content for language practice. There are some 
differences among these models including their settings (i.e., where they have been 
developed), instructional levels, (i.e., elementary, secondary, or postsecondary levels), 
and lastly, degree of emphasis on language and content. Met (1999; cited in Snow, 2001) 
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showcases these differences on a continuum where the models of CBI are placed in 
accordance with their emphasis on the teaching and learning of content and language. 
(See Figure 2.1.) 
Content-Driven              Language Driven 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Total 
Immersion 
Partial 
Immersion 
Sheltered 
Courses 
Adjunct 
Model 
Theme-based                     
Courses 
Language Classes  
with Frequent Use  
of Content for 
Language Practice 
 
Figure 2.1. Content-Based Language Teaching: A Continuum of Content and Language 
Integration (Adapted from Met, 1999, cited in Snow, 2001) 
               
Immersion Education 
According to Snow (2001), immersion education is “the prototypical content-
based approach” (p. 305), first developed in the Canadian education system. Since it was 
first established in the 1970s, it has been developed for French, Spanish, German, 
Chinese, and Japanese students. As pointed out in Table 2.1, there are two types of 
immersion, total and partial immersion. In total immersion, the aim is to teach students, 
whose languages are different from the target language, all their school subjects (e.g., 
mathematics, social sciences) in the target language; in other words, academic subjects 
are taught through the foreign language (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). In this way, students at 
different levels of education, including primary education (Snow, 2001), can improve 
their second language as much as possible, learn required subject matter, and become 
bilinguals. Snow (2001) gives an example that illustrates the primary characteristics of 
immersion: “[First-language English] immersion students, in Culver City, California, for 
instance, learn to read, to do mathematics problems, and to conduct science experiments 
in Spanish” (p. 305). Similarly, the Foreign Language Immersion Program at the 
  13 
University of Minnesota, started in 1993, uses the target language, instead of the 
students’ mother tongue, to teach different disciplines, such as history and politics (Klee 
& Metcalf, 1994, cited in Stryker & Leaver, 1997).  
In partial immersion, as Snow (2001) explains, “there is usually a 50/50 time 
allocation of English and the foreign language to teach academic content” (p. 306). This 
partial immersion model has been developed in Hungary, Spain, and Finland (Johnson & 
Swain, cited in Snow, 2001). According to Cloud, Genesee, and Hamayan (cited in 
Snow, 2001), although there are some differences in the development of immersion 
programs, there are four basic aims of such programs. These are “ grade-appropriate 
levels of primary language (L1) development, grade-appropriate levels of academic 
achievement, functional proficiency in the second or foreign language, and an 
understanding of and appreciation for the culture of the target language group" (p. 306). 
According to Richards & Rodgers (2001), there are four issues considered in the 
development and implementation of a student-centered immersion program: 
1. Reaching a high level of proficiency in a foreign language  
2. Getting involved with the inhabitants and culture of the foreign language 
3. Improving the level of the students’ skills appropriate to their ages and  abilities 
4. Acquiring necessary skills and knowledge appropriate to the aims of the content 
curriculum 
Sheltered Courses 
According to Snow (2001), “the term sheltered derives from the model’s 
deliberate separation of second or foreign language students from native speakers of the 
target language for the purpose of content instruction” (p. 307). In sheltered courses, 
second language learners are separated from native speakers and a specialist from the 
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content area teaches the subjects in a sheltered way (Stryker & Leaver, 1997; Marani, 
1998). Lectures are adjusted to the proficiency level of the students (Crandall, 1993, 
cited in Snow, 2001). Because students are separated from native speakers in sheltered 
classes, the lecturer can choose and present comprehensible materials appropriate to the 
level of the class (Richard & Rodgers, 2001). In sheltered course curricula, core 
concepts are restructured through text adaptation, graphic organizers, verbal interaction, 
and experience (Crandall, 1993). As a significant advantage of sheltered-language 
instruction, Larsen-Freeman (2000) stresses that students can improve their language 
proficiency in their sheltered courses, but they do not have to wait until their proficiency 
levels are advanced.  
The first sheltered course was developed in a post-secondary setting at the 
University of Ottawa in 1982 (Edwards et al., cited in Snow, 2001). In this program, the 
content faculty gave lectures in the target language, and before each lecture, students 
were given a list of related terms which would be used in the lecture. Compared to other 
students who were enrolled in conventional English as Second Language (ESL) and 
French as Second Language (FSL) classes at the same time, the students in the sheltered 
courses, enrolled only in the content courses conducted in the target language, improved 
their knowledge of both language and content. Another example is a sheltered program 
at Temple University in Japan (Johnston, 1991, cited in Stryker & Leaver, 1997) in 
which English instructors developed sheltered courses for geography, history, literature, 
biology, and psychology classes. The instructors, for the benefit of the students, made 
use of needs assessment, authentic materials, and appropriate texts, and they gave all 
lectures themselves.  
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Gaffield-Vile (1996) chose sociology to develop sheltered course curricula in 
Britain for non-native students. She selected this discipline because it consists of many 
terms from different disciplines, such as economics, politics, and history. Another reason 
for selecting sociology is that the field clarifies industrialization and related changes in 
Western communities. In the development of the course, she focused on the four main 
skills, paying special attention to academic writing. During the program, she tried to 
teach her students to think critically, as a way to improve their language and content 
knowledge. 
Theme-Based Courses 
As defined in Snow (2001),  theme-based courses represent “a type of content-
based instruction in which selected topics or themes provide the content from which 
teachers extract language learning activities” (p. 306). Theme-based courses, which 
represent the most commonly used CBI model (Marani, 1998), can be developed not 
only for elementary schools, but also for higher education. The aim of such courses is to 
integrate activities appropriate to the academic fields of non-native students (e.g., a 
reading passage from a navy magazine for the students of a naval academy) and to 
improve their academic skills (Crandall, 1993; Snow, 2001). As an example of a theme-
based course, Raphan and Moser (1993) developed a theme-based course which focused 
on language and art history at Brooklyn College. Their aim was to help the students who 
always complain that they cannot understand their content courses because of, for 
example, the speaking style of their teachers, their lack of necessary vocabulary in their 
disciplines, and/or low marks. To develop the program, Raphan and Moser first 
conducted a needs assessment to find out the problems and needs of the learners. Then 
they prepared what they have labeled “a bridge course,” including different authentic 
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materials for different skills, and also a reading comprehension book. In response to 
complaints of the students and their lecturers about students’ lack of necessary 
vocabulary, Raphan and Moser focused on the teaching of academic vocabulary related 
to the disciplines of the students.  
In the most basic terms, a theme-based course is built on general themes such as 
pollution or immigrants in a new city. The themes could be explored with reading or 
vocabulary activities by making use of different materials, such as audio, videocassettes, 
and written activities, in an integrated manner. In this way, the topic could be explored 
through the integration of all skills. 
  Stoller and Grabe (1997) propose a six-item framework for the development of a 
theme-based course. The Six-T’s are themes, texts, topics, threads, tasks, and transitions, 
defined as follows: 
1. Themes: The main subjects, or contents, of instructional units, appropriate to the 
aims of the course 
2. Texts: The main sources of content, chosen to complement the aims of the course 
3. Topics: The sub-elements of the content (i.e., themes) chosen for the course 
4. Threads: The linking elements between themes (i.e., the content) of the course 
5. Tasks: The activities related to the texts and language learning objectives of the 
course 
6. Transitions: The linking elements between topics and tasks of the course 
The foundations of this Six Ts framework include the following: 
1. The specification of theme-based instruction as central to all CBI. 
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2. The extension of CBI to support any language learning context, including those 
in which teachers and program supervisors have the freedom to make major 
curriculum (and content) decisions. 
3. The organization of coherent resources for instruction and the selection of 
appropriate language learning activities. (p. 83)  
Adjunct Model 
Unlike the immersion, sheltered, and theme-based approaches, the adjunct model 
aims at linking language and content classes. The aim in this model is to teach language 
in a curriculum which is based on linking the subject of a content course and language-
related skills and abilities, considering learners’ needs, interests, and expectations. Some 
professionals dislike the word “adjunct” and instead use the words “linked” or “paired” 
to describe the model (Johns, 1997). The reason for their dislike of the term “adjunct” 
stems from the fact that some content lecturers see language courses as supplementary 
even though they have their own objectives, syllabus, and curriculum. According to 
Johns (1997), “Our campus, like several others, has chosen to use the term “linked,”  
because “adjunct” implies that literacy instruction is subordinate to the work of the DS 
[discipline-specific faculty] classes” (p. 83). Babbitt and Mlynarczyk (2000) describe an 
adjunct course as one which can teach learners both language and content knowledge at 
the same time. In other words, learners enrolled in an academic course follow a language 
course linked to their content course. The focus of the language course is to help 
students to understand the content of their academic course taught by a content teacher. 
Through the combination of a content course and language-support course, students are 
expected to perform their academic tasks and improve their language and content 
abilities (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). 
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Language Classes with Frequent Use of Content for Language Practice 
 Another content-based approach involves language classes whose syllabi include 
content for the almost exclusive purpose of language practice. As seen in Table 2.1, 
unlike the other models of CBI, this model falls on the far end of the language side of 
the continuum. This model was first developed in elementary school programs in the 
United States during the 1950s and 1960s. This model has three advantages: 
1. Instead of mechanical exercises, learners learn language through more 
appropriate and significant texts.  
2. There is more exposure to content and so there are more opportunities for 
communication. 
3. Since the starting point of the selection of the subjects is the current curriculum, 
teachers do not have to seek any material. The curriculum gives teachers a lot of 
inspiration to develop materials. 
Why Do Educators Turn to CBI? 
Language professionals have turned toward CBI as a viable approach for 
language learning and teaching as a way to link students’ content and language learning, 
provide a good environment to learn, enrich English for Specific Purposes (ESP) and 
English for Academic Purposes (EAP) curricula, and increase student (and teacher) 
motivation. They have also gravitated toward CBI to solve some real-life problems. For 
example, according to the observations of Crandall and Tucker (1990), second language 
students who can make use of English in their daily lives, (i.e., talking to their peers and 
teachers) often have difficulties at school where they must learn academic subjects in 
English at a high level. They often cannot achieve what is expected from them. Also, in 
their professions, after graduation, they often cannot communicate with their native-
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speaker colleagues properly. These problems stem from the fact that these students have 
not learned language-related skills, nor have they learned enough of the target language 
to perform real tasks related to their professions.  
Stoller (2003) says, “Basically, as students master language, they are able to 
learn more content, and as students learn more content, they are able to improve their 
language skills” (p. 1).  To manage this, she stresses the following issues: 
• The linkage between content and language issues helps learners enrich their own 
language, think critically, and learn more about their subject matter.  
• The selection of content should be appropriate for the aim of the course. For 
example, targeted content, explored through themes, can complement current 
curricula, students’ vocational interests, or topics of local relevance, general 
human interest, and socio-political concerns.  
Correspondingly, Dupuy (2000) argues that CBI helps students to improve their 
language abilities to solve the problems that they face in higher-level language courses. 
The aim in CBI is to consider the needs and interests of the students and provide an 
environment where students can learn what they need. But students’ needs should not be 
based only on language-related issues. Students also need to understand and comprehend 
content knowledge while using language. So, to connect comprehension and use, 
students can be encouraged to study on their own by using not only what their teachers 
provide them, but other materials that they are free to choose. 
CBI is appropriate for ESP and EAP studies because the general aim of such 
programs is to link language and content learning (Snow, 2001). In this way, students 
can improve themselves in the use of both their language and academic knowledge 
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(Kasper, 1995). Because language is used as a way of developing content knowledge in 
CBI, students are encouraged to learn language and content in their CBI classes 
(Genesee, 1998; Grabe & Stoller, 1997; Met, cited in Why content-based instruction). 
CBI also provides students with opportunities to learn knowledge related to their future 
professions (Curtain, cited in Why content-based instruction). 
 It is also worth mentioning two points, one of which is that CBI helps learners 
improve a range of skills (e.g., thinking, questioning, finding appropriate knowledge, 
and analyzing) and make use of the skills when necessary (Curtain, 1995; Met, cited in 
Why content-based instruction). The other is that with CBI “language learning becomes 
more concrete rather than abstract (as in traditional language instruction where the focus 
is on the language itself)” (Genesee, cited in Why content-based instruction).  
 According to Stryker and Leaver (1997), what students learn through CBI gives 
them a chance to be able to make use of their linguistic knowledge in their professional 
lives and keep learning on their own as “independent learners” (p. 31). Similarly, Leaver 
and Stryker (cited in Ballman, 1997) emphasize the usefulness of CBI when pointing out 
that “language proficiency is achieved by shifting the focus of the course from the 
learning of language per se to the learning of subject matter" (p. 173).  
Many professionals have turned to CBI to meet their students’ needs. Babbitt and 
Mlynarczyk (2000) think that a program built on CBI helps students reach their aims. 
Brinton, Snow, and Wesche (1989, cited in Kasper, 1995) suggest that reading courses 
built on CBI help students learn better in their language and content courses. Similarly, 
Black and Kiehnhoff (cited in Kasper, 1995), Anderson and Pearson (cited in Kasper, 
1995), and Raphan and Moser (1993/94) say that when learning language and content 
through CBI courses, students can both put their language abilities into practice and 
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expand their comprehension of content areas. Similarly, Ballman (1997) considers CBI a 
“vehicle” for teaching language and content together. Gaffield-Vile (1996) agrees with 
others on CBI and says 
 Students find content courses more motivating, once they have  
 achieved a suitable language level, than skills-based courses alone,  
 which can appear rather artificial and be de-motivating. Students feel  
 a sense of accomplishment, knowing that they are studying authentic  
 content material (not material adapted for foreign language learners) 
 in the target language. (p. 114) 
 
To highlight the usefulness and necessity of CBI, Marani (1998) points out the 
following: 
1. CBI motivates learners to get involved with learning subject matter better. 
2. The use of language in CBI provides learners many tools to learn necessary 
issues, for example, specific terminology, related to their professions. 
3. The authenticity of materials used in CBI provides learners a chance to get 
involved in the target environment. 
According to Brinton (2003), “CBI refers to the teaching of language through  
exposure to content that is interesting and relevant to learners” (p. 201). This exposure 
provides the following: 
1. Context that teachers can use to teach language 
2. Input  which enables learners to acquire a language well (Krashen, cited in 
Brinton, 2003) 
Brinton (2003) also emphasizes that, unlike traditional methods which limit students and 
are based on teaching only some items, CBI provides language lecturers many choices 
for selecting and sequencing the items to be taught.  
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What is the Adjunct Model? 
According to Snow (2001), in adjunct models, learners are members of both a 
language class and subject class. The aim is to involve them with the process of learning 
English and help them to improve their language skills, academic abilities, and 
proficiency in language learning and subject learning. Correspondingly, Crandall (1998) 
defines the adjunct model as a pairing of language and content classes in which a 
language lecturer teaches language-related issues, for example, reading or writing, by 
enriching content-related issues emerging from, for instance, reading texts. In a similar 
way, Babbitt and Mlynarczyk (2000) define the adjunct model as “a model that links a 
language course and a content course which are designed to help ESL students learn 
appropriate language and study skills while also mastering academic content” (p. 27).
Dupuy (2000) uses the term linked courses to describe adjunct programs, 
particularly for advanced speakers. In an adjunct program, there is a language course 
linked to a content class. The language class is developed to address language and 
content learning issues. Each lecturer, the language teacher and content teacher, is 
responsible for his/her course, but the success of the linked courses requires coordination 
between language and content lecturers. 
 There are many examples of institutions where content courses and language 
courses are linked in an adjunct model curriculum, in spite of local constraints. Some 
examples of the adjunct model include a high school in California (Wegrzecka & 
Kowalevski, 1997; Snow & Brinton, 1997) that links biology and history classes with 
language-support classes. Snow and Brinton (1998) report other example of the adjunct 
model: Macalester College in St. Paul, MN, in the human geography department; the 
University of Southern California in the pharmacy and law departments; in China, in 
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philosophy, American history, and economics. Mc Garry (1998) reports an adjunct 
program at the University of Florida in the MA in Business Administration Program.  
While some institutions create adjunct programs for students in different 
disciplines, other institutions have created adjunct programs to meet the needs of 
different student populations. For example, George Fox University, Newberg, Oregon, 
created a history class for immigrant students (Iancu, 1993) and the University of 
Ottawa created adjunct programs for francophone and anglophone students (Wesche, 
cited in Snow & Brinton, 1988).  
There is another adjunct model program, developed by Snow and Brinton (1988) 
at the University of California, Los Angeles, which has been developed for a different 
aim. The “Freshman Summer Program” aims at teaching students who come with weak 
language and academic abilities skills so that they can improve their performance in 
academic environments. Snow and Brinton think that their adjunct program helps these 
students learn both language, through integrated language skills, and content knowledge. 
The adjunct course helps students think about, discuss, and comprehend academic 
course content and understand academic readings. At the end of their program, based on 
the results of final exams, students finished the program successfully; the scores of 
students’ essays were the best evidence to support this claim. 
 As a different example, there is the REST Project (Reading English for Science 
and Technology) in the Chemical Engineering Department of the Universidad de 
Guadalajara, Mexico. What makes this adjunct program different from others is that a 
two-year “adjusted” adjunct model was based on not a single course but rather on a 
variety of content areas such as energy, electronics, and computers (Hudson, 1991). The 
assigned materials were developed based on the issues discussed in the content classes 
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that students were enrolled in. In the first year, the focus was on what the students had 
already taken, but in the second year, it was on what the students would deal with in 
their future careers. 
Why Is an Adjunct Model Program Needed? 
The adjunct model has proven to be necessary and useful for many English 
language students. Stryker and Leaver (1997) state that many language teaching 
professionals have made use of the adjunct model by adapting, adopting, or developing 
it for different subjects. By linking language and content classes, students can learn 
language-related skills better for their real-world needs and feel ready to continue their 
studies and/or work in their professions. 
 Similarly, Iancu (1993) defines the benefits of the adjunct model by pointing out 
that in an “ESL adjunct course, students develop their academic English skills using 
content from [their] regular courses” (p. 149). The aim, therefore, is to help learners 
improve their English academic abilities through paired language and content classes. A 
kind of cooperation between both language and content teachers shows students the way 
to be successful in language and content learning. 
According to Babbitt and Mlynarczyk (2000), there is a difference between 
adjunct programs and the other models of CBI. They say that although theme-based and 
sheltered models can improve students’ language abilities, they do not help students to 
improve their content course knowledge. Unlike these models, an adjunct course can 
guide students in learning both language and content at the same time.  
For the benefit of students, most discipline-specific faculties at the University of 
California, Los Angeles, have requested the development of linked courses in their 
departments because, based on previous experiences, it has been observed that students 
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involved in such courses have been successful in general education classes where, for 
example, biology, history, or literature have been taught (Johns, 1997). 
As an example of an adjunct model developed and implemented in an EFL 
(English as a foreign language) setting, Rosenkjar (2002) mentions an adjunct-based 
intellectual heritage course at Temple University in Japan. In response to students’ 
complaints about the reading passages in an intellectual heritage course, the author 
proposed an adjunct program to the university administration and his offer was accepted. 
During the first year, two classes were linked; the students were enrolled in a 90-minute 
language class, or lab, and a three-hour content course. There were some advantages and 
disadvantages of this adjunct program. As an advantage, the lab section was based on 
the reading texts and tasks assigned in the content classes offered by two lecturers to 
different groups. As a disadvantage, there was no balance between the language- and 
content-course hours. This imbalance limited the success of the language classes. 
Nonetheless, after the first year, the program proved its usefulness. Some content 
lecturers observed that the students had successfully developed knowledge in the content 
area. As a result, the adjunct model was expanded to some other departments (e.g., 
psychology, sociology, history, geography, anthropology) as non-credit courses.  
What Subjects Can Be Used in the Development of an Adjunct Program? 
 In the development of adjunct programs, developers have linked language classes 
to a variety of content disciplines (as indicated in Table 2.1). Adjunct programs have 
been developed around science courses (e.g., biology), liberal arts courses (e.g., 
philosophy), and professional degree courses (e.g., pharmacy, law, marketing). The 
areas listed in Table 2.1 suggest the range of possibilities. 
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Table 2.1. Content Focus of Adjunct Programs Mentioned in the Literature. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Location Content Discipline(s) Source of 
Information 
University of California  Biology & History Wegrzecka & 
Kowalevski, 1997, 
Snow, 2001 
Macalester College, St. 
Paul, MN 
Human Geography       Peterson, 1985, cited 
in Snow & Brinton, 
1988 
University of Southern 
California 
Pharmacy Seal, 1985, cited in 
Snow & Brinton, 1988 
University of Southern 
California  
Law Snow & Brinton, 
1984, cited in  Snow 
& Brinton, 1988 
China  Philosophy Jonas & Li, 1983, 
cited in  Snow & 
Brinton, 1988 
China  American History & 
Economics 
Spencer, 1986, cited in  
Snow & Brinton, 1988 
Florida University  Accounting, Finance, 
Organizational Behavior, 
Marketing, Operations 
McGarry, 1998 
English Language 
Institute, George Fox 
University, Oregon 
History Iancu, 1997 
Brigham Young 
University, Hawaii  
Biology, Health,  Music, 
Humanities, Physical 
Sciences & Psychology 
Andrade & Makaafi, 
2001 
Glendale Community 
College 
Social sciences  Gee, 1997 
Florida University Accounting, finance, 
operations, organizational 
behavior, marketing 
McGarry, 1998 
 
Temple University, Japan Intellectual Heritage, 
psychology, sociology,  
history, geography, 
anthropology 
Rosenkjar, 2002 
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What are the Development and Implementation Issues 
Associated with Adjunct Programs? 
To develop a successful adjunct course, there are some vital issues which should 
be considered. These include cooperation between content and language teachers, 
administrative support, establishment of goals and objectives, tutoring, determination of 
language teaching criteria, piloting, task types, and affective factors. 
One of the most important development issues in adjunct programs is 
cooperation and coordination between language and content teachers (Babbitt & 
Mlynarczyk, 2000; Brinton, Snow & Wesche, 1989; Iancu, 1993; Mundahl, cited in 
Goldstein, Campbell & Cummings, 1994). Cooperation between both content and 
language instructors can be developed through meetings about the ongoing process of 
the program. For the benefit of the program, as an example, Snow and Brinton (1988) 
made use of meetings to encourage participating instructors to talk over the evaluation of 
the ongoing process. They also say that “the adjunct model rests on the effectiveness of 
the various coordination meetings held before and during the term” (p. 571). Similarly, 
Gee (1997) says that “the ESL teacher must develop an effective working relationship 
with the content-area instructor, if an ESL adjunct course is to be successful” (p. 324). 
Gee gives examples about the meetings held with the content-area instructor about the 
adjunct program, its problems, and proper solutions. For the effectiveness of linked 
courses, Kasper (2000) also emphasizes the importance of coordination between 
language and content instructors; for the effectiveness of the program, she suggests that 
instructors develop materials and share them. Crandall (1998) also stresses that language 
and content teachers in an adjunct program should determine the issues in their teaching 
together and there should be a balance between language and content class objectives. 
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Similarly, Richards & Rodgers (2001) emphasize the importance of strong coordination 
and say 
 Such a program [an adjunct program] requires a large amount of     
 coordination to ensure that the two curricula are interlocking and this   
 may require modifications to both courses. (p. 217) 
 
Cooperation and coordination can be improved by class observations. For 
language instructors to understand what happens in a content class, Crandall (1993) 
emphasizes that the language teacher has another important responsibility; they should 
attend content classes to discover the important points to cover in their classes. In line 
with this thinking, Gee (1997), points out that classroom observations can lead to 
important insights. He mentions that one class visit revealed how fast the content 
lecturer was talking. In response to this observation, Gee focused on listening skills in 
his adjunct course.  
Another issue for the success of an adjunct program is to have the necessary 
support of the administration because an adjunct course is complicated and needs a 
budget to operate effectively. Similarly, Snow and Brinton (1988) emphasize how the 
strength of a central administration can lead to the success of adjunct programs. Internal 
administration is important as well. A director and co-directors should be chosen by the 
administration of the institution, if the program is large enough to do so. Babbitt and 
Mlynarczyk (2000) chose two co-directors because it was impossible for only one 
person to be responsible for everything. Sharing the duties was more practical. So, it is 
not wise to develop an adjunct model program where there is no support from the 
administration or content lecturers (Snow and Brinton, 1988). Goldstein, Campbell and 
Cummings (1997) also emphasize the need for good support from the content course 
side of the program and the administration.  
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In the development and implementation of an adjunct program, according to 
Babbitt and Mlynarczyk (2000), the determination of goals and objectives is important. 
For this reason, it is necessary to focus on assessing student needs, based on the insights 
of individuals (e.g., professors, administrators) involved in the program. Related to the 
establishment of goals and objectives, it is necessary to learn why and how the students 
might benefit from such a program (e.g., to improve their language abilities, succeed in 
their exams, and understand their content classes). Thus, related to outcomes of needs 
assessment activities, language and content professionals can improve the program for 
the benefit of their students.  
Another way to help students in an adjunct program is to hire tutors to correct the 
mistakes and errors of the students and guide them towards their aims (Babbitt & 
Mlynarczyk, 2000). Snow and Brinton (1988) mention UCLA’s tutorial and counseling 
policies and their usefulness for new students. According to Snow and Brinton, these 
services help new students get used to living in their new school setting, another 
apparent benefit of an adjunct model with tutorial support. 
While developing their curriculum, Snow and Brinton (1988) used UCLA’s 
language teaching criteria. These criteria are based on the belief that students should be 
encouraged to get involved with authentic reading and lecture materials related to 
content subjects. Thus, the students will start thinking critically and improve their 
language skills through learning new issues related to their content areas. In this way, 
Snow and Brinton tried to understand how both of the courses can be combined as 
successfully as possible. Brinton and Snow (1988) tried to make language and content 
courses reinforce each other. For assignments, they took the content courses into 
consideration. For example, reading or writing activities, they made use of parts of the 
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content courses, and focused on the idea that students should try to understand the 
subject of the content course.  
As another development issue, Babbitt and Mlynarczyk (2000) integrated the 
four task types advocated by Burkart and Sheppard (cited in Babbitt & Mlynarczyk, 
2000). These are  
• Cooperative learning activities: Engagement of students in activities in which 
they are  learning together and sharing information and experiences related to 
content and language courses 
• Whole language activities: Integration of four main skills in a natural way for 
specific aims 
• The Language Experience Approach: Student use of relevant experience and 
language learned inside and outside the classroom  
• Interdisciplinary learning: Linkages between language and content courses based 
on  contexts and tasks appropriate to academics needs and expectations 
As an important part of program development, Babbitt and Mlynarczyk (2000) focused 
on the basic elements of whole language activities. They first made use of whole texts in 
writing and reading activities. Similarly, they applied the fluency first approach 
developed by MacGowan-Gilhooly and Rorschach (cited in Babbitt & Mlynarczyk, 
2000). They also focused on the other three approaches of Burkart and Sheppard. 
Because they know that their students need to learn about the language related to their 
content classes, they tried to prepare tasks related to real academic life.  
  As a different development and implementation issue from those stated above, 
affective factors should be taken into consideration. As an example, mathematics and 
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science students enrolled in UCLA’s Freshman Summer Project say that the adjunct 
program is generally satisfactory for them (Snow & Brinton, 1988). But they emphasize 
that they need more encouragement to increase self-confidence for in-class participation. 
What are Potential Problems  
in the Development and Implementation of Adjunct Models? 
 The aim of an adjunct model program is to teach both content and language in an 
integrated way. By means of this integration, students improve their English academic 
abilities and learn content. Though straightforward as a concept, there are potential 
problems which could arise in the development and implementation of an adjunct model. 
For instance, problems associated with conflicting views of content teachers, language 
teachers, and the administration, and students’ negative attitudes toward the language 
side of the adjunct model can undermine an adjunct program. 
  As mentioned earlier, one of the most important elements in an adjunct program 
is the cooperation between language and content teachers. However, many problems 
stem from the way that content teachers view language classes. Goldstein, Campbell, 
and Cummings (1994) present the example of content instructors associated with an 
adjunct-based writing course. The content instructors thought that language courses were 
just skill-based courses and that language instructors should only teach the conventional 
rules of English (e.g., punctuation and grammar) through rules and mechanical 
exercises. The content teachers felt that the language instructors should limit their 
attention to only teaching English. They felt that there was no need for language 
instructors to observe their content lessons. Views such as these cause problems because 
they undermine the cooperation needed between language and content instructors for a 
successful adjunct program. 
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Another issue which causes problems is linked to administrators’ attitudes 
towards adjunct model programs. Andrade and Makaafi (2001) describe how the dean of 
their faculty supported them (e.g., the dean, and content lecturers allowed language 
lecturers to pilot the adjunct program with some students; the dean allowed the language 
lecturers to expand the program to other disciplines) and as a result, they were able to do 
what they wished. In other settings, however, language classes were viewed by 
administrators simply as courses where some skills were taught. For this reason, the 
administration hired full-time instructors for content-classes, but half-time instructors for 
language classes (Goldstein, Campbell & Cummings, 1994).  
 In addition to the problems caused by content teachers and administrators, 
another problem relates to students’ negative ideas about language courses. Goldstein, 
Campbell & Cummings (1994) describe students’ attitudes toward a language class 
linked to a political science class. The students did not like having a language class 
linked to a content course. According to them, all they needed in a language class was to 
learn spelling and conventional grammar rules, views not unlike their content 
instructors’ views; they did not need to repeat what they had learned in their political 
science courses. Similarly, some students state that all they want to learn in a language 
class is grammar and vocabulary. The students also feel uncertain about how much 
language instructors know about the content of their content courses. They also doubt 
how well their English language instructors can teach the English related to their content 
areas.  
Crandall (1993), based on the arguments of Benesch and Blanton, points out a 
different problem related to the types of students in an adjunct program:   
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 The use of an adjunct program is typically limited to those students    
 whose language skills are sufficiently advanced to enable them to      
 participate in content instruction with English speaking students.   
 Because of this limitation, it has been rejected or modified by several   
 authors in favor of more thematic or holistic approaches” (p. 116). 
 
Snow and Brinton (1988) draw our attention to other problems in the 
development of an adjunct course curriculum. These are as follows: 
• It is not appropriate to implement an adjunct model program where there are 
insufficient content class offerings, for example, in a prep-program type setting. 
• It is not appropriate to develop and implement an adjunct model program where 
there are low-level students because using authentic materials is very important 
in language and content courses and low-level students may not be able to 
comprehend them.  
Conclusion 
To summarize, recently ELT professionals have considered CBI in general and 
the adjunct model more specifically as ways to integrate the teaching of language and 
content. According to the literature, an adjunct model program brings many benefits to 
the teaching and learning process. Adjunct courses keep students engaged in learning, 
improve their English academic abilities, increase their content knowledge, build their 
self-confidence, and help them become successful. As suggested in Table 2.1, an adjunct 
model can be developed for different academic fields in different settings, different 
countries, with different constraints. Despite the benefits stated earlier, one important 
concern in an adjunct model program is the cooperation between both language and 
content teachers. Similarly, the support from the administration is also important. It is 
best to adapt or adopt an adjunct model program in an institution only after considering 
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its setting and local constraints. Successful development and implementation require 
flexibility, will, and support (Goldstein, Campbell & Cummings, 1997). 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
This case study was designed to investigate the adjunct programs developed at 
Bilkent University from the perspective of program administrators and language and 
content teachers. The aim of this study was to answer the questions below:  
1- What rationales do Bilkent University staff (administrators and teachers) give for the 
adjunct program? 
2- What issues have been considered by adjunct program staff at Bilkent University in 
the development and implementation of the university’s adjunct program offerings? 
3- What are the attitudes of adjunct program staff at Bilkent University toward current 
and future adjunct program offerings?  
 The following sections of this chapter describe the setting in which the case 
study took place, participants of the study, the instruments used in the study, data 
collection procedures, and the methodology of data analysis. 
Setting 
This case study investigated two adjunct programs at Bilkent University, Ankara, 
Turkey. One adjunct program is refereed to as Cultures, Civilizations, and Ideas I (CCI) 
and the other one is referred to as Faculty Academic Support Team (FAST). Public 
information about the CCI adjunct program is on the following websites: 
<www.bilkent.edu.tr/ ~CCI> and <www.bilkent.edu.tr/ ~WAC>. Additional information 
about FAST is on the following websites: <www.bilkent.edu.tr/ ~FAST and 
<http://www.bilkent.edu.tr/~fast/second_year_objectives.html>. 
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Participants 
Data were collected from three sets of participants, each at a different stage in the 
data collection process. All the participants of the research are (or have been) staff 
involved in the adjunct programs at Bilkent University. Participants are from the 
previous and current administration and teaching staff of the Cultures, Civilizations, and 
Ideas I (CCI) and Faculty Academic Support Team (FAST) adjunct programs. Some of 
the participants are still working in the programs, while others are no longer at Bilkent 
University. One participant served in the adjunct-program administration earlier, but at 
the time of the study was only teaching in the program. Participants were chosen to 
obtain different points of view, including historical, present day, and future perspectives 
about the programs. Equally important, they were chosen to gain insights into the 
content and language components of the programs.  
The total number of participants was 21. Three participants, the first set of 
participants, took part in the first stage of the study, which involved the solicitation of 
background information. Two of these participants, currently employed at Bilkent, were 
on campus for face-to-face interviews, and one, no longer employed at Bilkent, 
responded through e-mail. The second set of participants included five participants, two 
from the first segment of the study. The other three have been working with the adjunct 
programs in different capacities: One has been working as a language lecturer in 
political science, another is a language lecturer in international relations, and the third is 
a content lecturer in Political Science and Public Administration. In the final stage of 
the study, 20 teachers from Bilkent’s two adjunct programs, representing the third set of 
participants, completed and returned a questionnaire. This set of participants included 
one CCI content lecturer, five CCI language lecturers, four FAST content lecturers, and 
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ten FAST language lecturers. The number and types of participants are summarized in 
Table 3.1. 
Table 3.1. Numbers and Types of Participants in Accordance with Data Collection 
Instruments. 
 
Instruments Number and Type of Participants 
 CCI FAST 
 
The Background 
Interview Protocol 
 
2 past administrators 1 current administrator 
 
1 current administrator 
 
 
2 language lecturers 
 
 
 
The Bilkent Adjunct 
Program Interview 
Protocol 
 
 
1 past administrator 
 
 
1 content lecturer 
 
 
1 content lecturer 
 
4 content lecturers  
The Bilkent Adjunct 
Program Questionnaire 
 
 
5 language lecturers 
 
10 language lecturers 
 
Instruments 
Numerous data collection instruments were designed for use in the study. First, 
three versions of a Background Information Interview Protocol were developed to gather 
background information on the program from current and past staff members involved in 
the administration of the programs. Second, a Bilkent Adjunct Program Interview 
Protocol was designed to solicit information related to the three research questions 
through face to face interviews from interviewees with different roles in the programs. 
Third, a Bilkent Adjunct Program Questionnaire was developed to obtain additional 
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insights into the three research questions from content and language teachers involved in 
the adjunct programs at Bilkent.  
 The Background Information Interview Protocols (see Appendix A), in which 
there were twenty questions, were designed to find out the history of the Bilkent Adjunct 
Program. All of the Background Information Interview questions were linked to the 
rationale, development, and implementation issues raised in the literature review in 
Chapter 2. The focus of the interviews was to gain knowledge related to the history of 
the adjunct programs not readily available on the university website or in other public 
documents. There were three slightly different versions of the Background Information 
Interview Protocol for numerous reasons: to minimize unnecessary repetition, to solicit 
new information either recommended by an earlier interviewee or suggested by an 
informal analysis of earlier responses, and to make up for gaps revealed in earlier 
interviews. The goal was to solicit as much background information as possible, using 
information gained from one respondent to inform the interview questions for the next 
respondent. The first version of the Background Information Interview was used with a 
Cultures, Civilizations, and Ideas I (CCI) language lecturer with previous administrative 
responsibilities in the CCI adjunct program. The second version of the Background 
Information Interview was used with a language coordinator, who does not work with 
the paired courses any more. The third version of the interview was used with a 
coordinator from Faculty Academic Support Team (FAST). The interviews were semi 
structured so that back-up questions could be asked, if necessary, for clarification 
purposes. (Back-up questions can be seen in Appendix A.)  
The Bilkent Adjunct Program Interview Protocol (see Appendix B) was 
developed to find out the current situation of the two adjunct programs (CCI and FAST). 
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This structured interview protocol includes 31 questions: seven questions (1-7) 
corresponding to the first research question, sixteen questions (8-23) corresponding to 
the second research question, and eight questions (24-31) corresponding to the third 
research question. These 31 questions were developed in response to the outcomes of the 
Background Information Interviews and also the development and implementation 
issues raised in the literature review in Chapter 2. The Bilkent Adjunct Program 
Interview Protocol was used with five language lecturers from CCI and FAST courses, 
two of whom also took part in the Background Information Interview Protocols. 
The Bilkent Adjunct Program Questionnaire (see Appendix C), in which there 
are 40 questions, was created to solicit input from language and content teachers related 
to the three research questions guiding the study. The focus of the questionnaire was to 
find out what the language and content teachers in the adjunct program think about the 
program from multiple perspectives. The items in the questionnaire were designed based 
on the outcomes of the Bilkent Adjunct Program Interviews. They were also linked to 
the development and implementation issues introduced in the literature review in 
Chapter 2. The questionnaire began with an introduction in which the participants were 
informed about the aim of the questionnaire and what was requested. This introductory 
section was followed by a three-part (Parts A, B, and C) questionnaire. The five items in 
Part A were developed to gather information about the educational and professional 
backgrounds of the participants. In Part B, there were eight items related to factors 
influencing the establishment and maintenance of Bilkent’s Adjunct programs. These 
eight items were based on the data gathered from the three versions of the Background 
Information Interview Protocol. In Part C, there were 27 items related to the third 
research question of the thesis, namely instructors’ attitudes toward Bilkent’s Adjunct 
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Programs. Parts B and C of the questionnaire solicited Likert-scale responses. Responses 
to items in Part B required one of these answers: Significant Influence, Moderate 
Influence, Minimal Influence, or No Influence. Responses to items in Part C required 
one of these answers: Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree, or No 
Opinion.  
Before conducting the interviews and administering the Bilkent Adjunct Program 
Questionnaire, interview and questionnaire items were reviewed by the thesis advisor. 
Based on this feedback, preliminary adjustments were made to the questions on the three 
versions of the Background Interview, the Bilkent Adjunct Interview Protocol, and the 
questionnaire. Then, the questionnaire was re-submitted to the chair of the thesis 
committee to solicit feedback. Based on the feedback received from the chair, more 
adjustments were made. For example, some questions with unnecessary overlap were 
reworded. After that stage, as a pilot, the questionnaire was given to five graduate 
students enrolled in Bilkent’s MA TEFL (Master of Arts in Teaching English as a 
Foreign Language) Program to solicit feedback. In response to the feedback given by the 
piloters, more revisions were made. First, some of the items were deleted because of 
unnecessary overlap and repetition. Some of the questions were reworded because the 
items were ambiguous; the modifications aimed at enhancing the clarity of individual 
items and the questionnaire as a whole. At the same time, some parts of the sentences or 
instructions were bolded or italicized to direct the attention of participants to select 
portions of the items.   
Data Collection Procedures 
Four types of data were collected in this study. Data came from the Background 
Information Interview, Bilkent Adjunct Programs Interview, Bilkent Adjunct Program 
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Questionnaire (all described in the previous section). In addition to answering the pre-set 
questions in the different interview instruments, each interviewee provided the 
researcher with primary-source documentation, representing the fourth data source. The 
first interviewee provided two syllabuses for the language side of Cultures, Civilizations, 
and Ideas I. The second interviewee provided a report entitled “The First-Year English 
Program’s Adjunct Language Project: A Progress and Evaluation Report written about 
early adjunct efforts. The last interviewee provided a copy of the objectives of the 
language courses associated with FAST. Other primary-source documentation was 
collected and added to the documentation provided directly by participants. The web 
pages of CCI <www.bilkent.edu.tr/~cci> and FAST <www.bilkent.edu.tr/~fast> were 
examined and the most pertinent pages (i.e., information about the staff, curriculum, and 
the aims of the programs) were printed. 
Background information was gathered through the use of three versions of the 
Background Information Interview Protocol. The first version was used with an 
individual who served in the administration of the CCI, but who is now working as a 
language instructor in CCI. First, an appointment was set. Before the interview, the set 
of questions was sent to the interviewee via e-mail, and, at the same time, permission to 
tape record was requested. The interview was conducted at the interviewee’s office on 
26 February 2003. After the interview, the tape recording was transcribed. The second 
version of the Background Information Interview Protocol was sent to the second 
interviewee via e-mail 10 March 2003 because this interviewee served as a facilitator in 
CCI, but now resides outside Turkey. He responded via e-mail on 08 April 2003. For the 
third version of the Background Information Interview Protocol, the same steps as the 
first version were followed. The third interviewee, who has been working as a 
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coordinator in FAST, was contacted for an appointment via e-mail, and the face-to-face 
interview was conducted at the interviewee’s office on 14 March 2003.  
For the Bilkent Adjunct Program Interview Protocol, the steps used with the 
Background Information Interview Protocol were followed. Five separate interviews 
were conducted. As with the Background Information Interview, an e-mail, to which 
questions were attached to inform the participants about what was to be asked, was sent 
to each of the five interviewees, and appointments were requested. Based on their 
responses to the e-mails, interviews were conducted when and where it was appropriate 
for each participant. The interviews were conducted on 12 March 2003, 24 March 2003, 
25 March 2003, 27 March 2003, and 27 March 2003. 
 The Bilkent Adjunct Program Questionnaire and a cover letter (see Appendix D) 
were distributed via e-mail to participants on 17 April 2003 to 36 lecturers. Recipients 
were requested to complete the questionnaire and return it via e-mail by 24 April 2003. 
A gentle reminder was sent to those who had not completed and returned the 
questionnaire on 22 April 2003. Twenty lecturers responded, representing 55% of the 
initial contact group. 
Data Analysis 
At the end of the data gathering process, there were seven transcribed interviews, 
two with background information, five in response to the Bilkent Adjunct Program 
Interviews, and 20 completed and returned questionnaires. One additional background 
interview was submitted as a written report from an interviewee who, at the time of the 
study, resided outside Turkey. In addition, multiple primary-source documents were 
available for analysis. They included sources provided by the participants (i.e., two 
syllabuses for the language lecturers of Cultures, Civilizations, and Ideas I (CCI), a 
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progress and evaluation report of CCI, a copy of the objectives of the language courses 
of FAST), and web-site information. During the analysis process, the data gathered were 
analyzed to determine the background of each program and answer each of the research 
questions. Data from each source were analyzed separately. Then, the results were 
compared and synthesized.   
During the data analysis process, all interviews were transcribed. Transcripts 
were read numerous times, each time with a different purpose, to either find background 
information or answers to the three research questions guiding the study. Transcripts 
were highlighted, underlined to single out information. For example; to find out 
information about the background of Bilkent’s adjunct programs, words and phrases 
about the history of the programs, and about individuals, departments, students, and 
lecturers involved in the programs were highlighted. The data were compiled and 
information from different participants was compared to look for similarities, 
contradictions, and differences. For the Bilkent Adjunct Program Interview Protocol, the 
same steps were followed. The interviews were transcribed. Then, the data were read, 
highlighted, and underlined to find out information about the three research questions of 
the thesis. After that, relevant issues were compared to identify similarities, 
contradictions and differences among and across the responses of the interviewees.  
Questionnaire responses were analyzed through the use of tables and hand 
calculations, rather than through a computerized system. Four tables were created to 
record participant responses. The tables had cells that permitted the researcher to tally 
participants’ answers. The first table was formatted to record responses from Part B of 
the questionnaire. The other three tables were created to record the results of the three 
research questions separately. The tables consisted of the statements from the 
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questionnaire down the side and Likert-type options across the top. The language and 
content lecturers’ answers were recorded separately. Separate columns were created for 
totals. The results in the tables were examined with the research questions in mind. 
In the analysis of the primary data sources, first information associated with the 
background or current situations of the adjunct programs were sought. The syllabuses 
provided by the CCI language lecturer provided information about the objectives of the 
CCI language classes. The progress and evaluation report sent by the previous CCI 
language facilitator provided information about the early days of the adjunct programs 
until spring 2001. The report was analyzed to find relevant information. The primary 
sources about the FAST adjunct program (including the FAST website), provided by the 
interviewee, stated the objectives of the second-year language courses. The other 
documents gathered from the CCI and FAST websites were examined carefully, but they 
were not used because there was no information related to the research questions of the 
thesis. 
 
 
 
  45 
CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS 
Introduction 
 This case study was conducted to find out what content and language lecturers of 
Bilkent’s Adjunct Programs think about (a) the rationale, development and 
implementation of current programs and (b) future program offerings. In this chapter, 
first, the background of Bilkent’s two adjunct programs will be explained; one of the 
programs, specifically the Cultures, Civilizations, and Ideas (CCI) program, was 
developed and implemented to develop the writing abilities of engineering students. The 
other program, Faculty Academic Support Team (FAST), was developed for political 
sciences and international relations students. In the second major part of the chapter, the 
data related to the three research questions will be reported and analyzed. The questions 
that will be analyzed are as follows: 
1- What rationale do Bilkent University staff (administrators and lecturers) give for the 
adjunct program they are involved in? 
2- What issues have been considered by Bilkent University adjunct program staff in the 
development and implementation of the university’s adjunct program offerings? 
3- What are the attitudes of Bilkent University’s adjunct program staff toward current 
and future adjunct program offerings?  
Background of Bilkent’s Adjunct Programs 
 There are two adjunct programs at Bilkent University. One of them, called 
Cultures, Civilizations, and Ideas I (CCI), was developed for second-year engineering 
students. The program pairs a CCI humanities course and a language support class. It 
has been implemented with the cooperation of language lecturers from Bilkent’s First 
Year English Program and content lecturers from CCI. One-hour language support 
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classes have been linked with three-hour content classes. The CCI adjunct program 
targets students who have difficulty in understanding content class issues and writing 
essays about these issues. It is believed that students improve their content knowledge 
and academic language abilities through the linked language support class. The other 
adjunct program, called Faculty Academic Support Team (FAST), has been developed 
to support the political philosophy course required of second-year political science and 
international relations students. The FAST program has been developed with the 
cooperation of content lecturers from political science and international relations and 
language lecturers from FAST. Three-hour language classes and three-hour content 
classes have been linked in this program. FAST aims to help students who have 
difficulty in understanding issues in a political philosophy content class and writing 
essays about these issues. It is believed that the linked courses help students to improve 
their content knowledge and academic language abilities. The backgrounds of these two 
programs are described in the sections that follow. 
CCI Adjunct Program 
In this section, the background of the Culture, Civilizations, and Ideas (CCI) 
adjunct program will be reported, based on data gathered from interviews with two 
language lecturers and primary-source documentation that they provided the researcher 
(i.e., syllabi and a report). One of the interviewees served both as a facilitator of CCI 
language and content staff and as a language lecturer, but now resides outside Turkey. 
The other interviewee was a previous CCI program administrator, but is now working 
solely as a language lecturer.  
The CCI adjunct program was first developed in response to a humanities course 
that was developed for electrical engineering students because Bilkent wanted to try to 
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expand the educational experience of these students through a liberal arts course. 
Language support was required because, as said by both of the CCI language lecturers, 
some texts that were being assigned by the content lecturers were more difficult, more 
dense, and longer than students were used to reading (i.e., texts written by psychologists 
and philosophers, such as Freud, Kant, and Descartes). The program linked a one-hour 
language and three-hour regular CCI course that basically used exactly the same content. 
According to the progress and evaluation report reviewed, the “original framework” was 
as follows: 
• Tutors were to teach the fourth hour of the adjunct program 
• The tutors were to read all of the texts assigned in the CCI course 
• The tutors were to observe the other three hours in order to help the students 
understand the texts  
For a few semesters, there was an attempt to divide up the texts between the two 
courses. In this way, the language class did not deal with all of the texts that the regular 
course did. Instead, the language class dealt with the texts that were seen as most 
challenging.  
According to one interviewee, the CCI adjunct program began in 1999 by pairing 
a content course with a tutorial, using BilWrite tutors. BilWrite is a center which helps 
Bilkent University students in developing their writing skills as well as a variety of other 
academic skills, such as research, reading, basic computer skills, study skills, and oral 
presentation skills (see < http://www.bilkent.edu.tr/~bilwrite>). Dr. Meredith Goldberg, 
the original designer of the CCI program wanted the First Year English Program (FYE) 
(a program that aims at teaching university students academic English skills/abilities) to 
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prepare a language support course for the humanities course and worked with Christine 
Tardy, the director of BilWrite, who had an MA in Teaching English as a Second 
Language with a concentration in L2 writing. Daren Hodson, who had a Ph.D. in 
Comparative Literature with a concentration in 18th century French and German 
literature as well as language teaching, was the Director of Bilkent’s First-Year English 
program. They worked together in the CCI program. To develop the CCI tutorial model, 
they worked with Benton Komins and David Nicholls, the co-founders of the CCI 
program. The tutors for the CCI language class planned the tutorials themselves. The 
aim of the CCI language classes was to provide students with enhanced understanding of 
the complex reading texts of the humanities course. At the end of the pilot semester, the 
tutorial model turned into a more conventional adjunct model. The reasons were as 
follows: 
• The lack of a clear role or purpose for the language support 
• The inability to sufficiently plan an effective language class due to the 
continuously unfolding nature of Humanities 111 
• Problems which emerged from to the needs assessment of tutorial support 
provided by teaching staff for second-year students enrolled in adjunct classes 
(lack of student motivation) 
• The excessive workload for tutors who were attending all content class hours  
 The goals of the program were expanded to include the improvement of academic 
English skills. The first adjunct course was based on a humanities course for electrical 
engineering students. It was a two-semester course in which there were two language 
and two content lecturers. In the second year, the program was expanded to include all 
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engineering departments. According to the progress and evaluation report of the 1999-
2000 academic year, a new position, the adjunct courses facilitator, was created to 
organize the adjunct program. In addition to five hours of teaching and five hours of 
tutoring, the facilitator had ten hours of administrative responsibilities including the 
following: 
• Coordinating adjunct program issues, encouraging students involved in the 
adjunct program, and promoting the adjunct program 
• Helping lecturers to improve their performance, encouraging discussions among 
staff, getting feedback from students, reporting the progress of the adjunct 
program to the director 
• Organizing routines in the adjunct program 
• Having a website created and developed 
According to one of the informants, limited numbers of other adjunct course 
programs were implemented with one management class, Faculty of Art Design, and 
Architecture, and then with American literature classes. However, these programs did 
not make significant progress. According to the report, there were seven reasons for the 
failure of the CCI adjunct program in American Language and Literature: 
• Lack of American Language and Literature faculty support/understanding 
• Change of framework to a tutorial model  
• Lack of regular communication between program faculty 
• Unclear role of language lecturers  
• Confusion over the purpose of the adjunct class 
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• Lack of standardization between the various sections of the three American 
Language and Literature courses 
• Dissatisfaction with the project from the Adjunct Courses Facilitator, American 
Language and Literature Chair, faculty, and language lecturers  
 One of the interviewees says that during the early stages of the program, the 
language instructors felt defensive because they did not think the content professors 
respected them. Similarly, the content faculty members, (i.e., the humanities faculty 
members), felt that they were not respected by the language lecturers. Other difficulties 
occurred because of the sudden decision of Bilkent’s administration to offer language 
support for CCI content classes and because of the limited experience of language and 
content lecturers in such a cooperative course. For example, at the beginning, it was 
difficult to determine how many language and content lecturers should work together in 
pairs. Then, in the second semester, it was decided that one language lecturer and one 
content lecturer (one-to-one) should work together. Another problem was that it was not 
a good idea for language lecturers to sit and observe all of the blocks of the content 
classes. In addition, since there were too many students enrolled in language classes, the 
language lecturers had a lot of work. In the second year, the one-to-one idea continued, 
but the language lecturers continued to work too hard. In the spring semester of the 
second year, the language lecturers adjusted the language courses and worked in a more 
organized way. In response to these problems, a revised framework was developed: 
• Only two First Year English Program instructors were involved in the language 
course 
• The number of class visits reduced to one hour per week per section 
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• The language instructors were responsible for assigning and assessing most of 
the writing  
In the third year, the objectives of the adjunct program were clarified by the staff. The 
language and content staff understood what was expected from the program and, in the 
third year, the adjunct program made significant progress. 
In the development of the CCI adjunct program, since there was not any 
institution in Turkey where an adjunct model was in place, the language staff examined 
adjunct models in the literature. They made use of some articles which were found in the 
Bilkent Library (see Appendix E), primarily the O'Riordan and Wach article, but they 
did not adopt the models introduced in the literature completely. According to one of the 
interviewees, the language staff defined the goals of the CCI adjunct program according 
to research in the field as well as a needs analysis conducted with the students who were 
involved in the first two semesters of the CCI courses. This needs analysis, finished at 
the end of the first year, offered an impetus to develop an adjunct-language model 
instead of a tutorial model. Content staff were interviewed to find out what areas they 
perceived to be most challenging for the students. However, the results of the survey 
were inconclusive. According to the interviewee, during the development of the 
program, students were not consulted about course content. The CCI faculty and the 
American Culture and Literature Department made decisions about the content course. 
The results of the survey of content lecturers were used to help the language staff refine 
program goals. The content lecturers were not involved in the organization of the 
language course because they had no expertise in language teaching. The same 
interviewee emphasized that language staff members did not want to place themselves in 
the position of being perceived simply as teaching assistants of the content lecturers. 
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Frequently, the content lecturers considered themselves as better (i.e., more qualified or 
educated) than the language lecturers. Therefore, the language side tried to change this 
erroneous view and stressed the importance of the language classes in the program. 
 For the first two years (1998-2000), any language lecturers of the First Year 
English Program who volunteered to be involved in the CCI adjunct program were 
chosen to teach the language support classes. However, most language lecturers were 
not interested in teaching language CCI language classes. In 2000-2001 and 2001-2002, 
the process was made more selective, and language lecturers who were both interested in 
the demanding teaching material and seen as possessing high interpersonal skills (i.e., 
diplomacy and negotiation) were chosen to teach in CCI’s language classes. The CCI 
administration tried to find those who had a special interest or background in 
philosophical/literary texts. Most of the language lecturers selected to teach in the CCI 
language classes had been working at Bilkent for 2-3 years. In the selection of language 
lecturers, experience in language teaching, especially teaching issues related to writing, 
was considered. For the selection of content lecturers, the CCI program director and the 
Chair of the American Language and Literature department decided who would be 
involved in the program. The content instructors’ qualifications varied, but all had 
Ph.D.'s in literature or philosophy.        
The relationship between the language and content lecturers involved in the CCI 
adjunct program was varied. Mostly the relationships were strained but respectful, rather 
than warm and friendly. Many First Year English Program instructors learned a great 
deal about diplomacy. It was often difficult for language and content lecturers to work 
together. The most serious problems stemmed from the academic status of the content 
lecturer and academic disciplinarity. In general, the language lecturers often were 
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uncomfortable with the issues of the content course. Similarly, the content lecturers did 
not want to take any responsibility for teaching language, especially writing, as a part of 
their academic area. In fact, content lecturers largely wanted to create a distinction 
between language and content courses, largely because, as stated by one of the language 
interviewees, the content lecturers placed more importance on content classes. Some of 
the lecturers worked closely together; others did not work together at all. To give some 
examples, there was a pair which met once or twice a week, had lunch, communicated 
through e-mail, worked everything out together, including assignments. However, most 
of the other lecturers were not in close contact about paired class issues. 
 Students’ reactions towards the CCI adjunct program varied. The engineering 
students reacted negatively towards the course because it was considered an unnecessary 
and extra demand to their heavy course of study. At the same time, as emphasized by 
both interviewees, many engineering students found the course exciting and fell in love 
with the concepts of the course and ideas of the Humanities in general. Many students 
from literature and the Faculty of Art, Design, and Architecture, when they were 
enrolled in these adjunct courses, considered the content course applicable to their fields 
of study.  
Students’ attitudes toward language and content lecturers varied. One 
interviewee, based on the results of an unresearched and probably untrustworthy 
generalization, suggests that most students seemed to feel more comfortable with the 
language lecturers but often felt more respect for the content lecturers. Students’ 
relations with the language lecturer were better because neither students nor learners had 
dealt with the texts in the classes very much. Yet, non-native English lecturers in the 
CCI adjunct program often felt that the students were "testing" them, trying to see 
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whether or not they were able to work with the challenging texts of the course. Students’ 
attitudes were more positive about the content knowledge of the content faculty. The 
students’ main resentment seems to have been based on the selection of core texts and 
the amount of work required for the course. Sometimes, the language lecturer was 
mistakenly seen as the one responsible for assigning extra and unnecessary writing. This 
misapprehension came about in 2001-2002 when content lecturers were also assigning 
written work. 
The language courses developed for the CCI adjunct program followed two 
sample syllabi designed to guide lecturers in planning the academic year. Revised syllabi 
were given to students enrolled in the adjunct classes at the beginning of each semester. 
These syllabi provide the following: 
• Information about the course and the lecturer  
• Course objectives  
• Required readings  
• Evaluation criteria and guidelines 
• Attendance and preparation policies  
• Plagiarism policies 
• Tentative class schedule  
According to a participant, so far, nearly 1500 students from American Language 
and Literature, English Language and Literature, the Faculty of Art, Design and 
Architecture, and engineering departments have been served by the CCI adjunct 
program. Nearly 30 lecturers from CCI and American Language and Literature 
departments have been involved in the program.  
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FAST Adjunct Program 
The background of the Faculty Academic Support Team (FAST) adjunct 
program is based on data gathered from an interview with a program coordinator and 
primary-source documentation (including the official website of FAST). The FAST 
adjunct program was established in political sciences in 1994. Since 1994, 250 students 
have been enrolled in the program each year. When FAST was first offered, it was 
simply a tutoring service implemented to help political science content lecturers. The 
language lecturers of FAST helped the political science content lecturers to correct 
political science students’ term papers and essays. However, later, instead of tutoring, 
political science content lecturers wanted FAST language lecturers to design a specially 
designed course to support their students’ language development. Thus, in 1996, a one-
hour course was designed, but the FAST staff felt that one hour was not enough. In 
1997, because the Provost’s Office wanted the students to enroll in a required political 
philosophy course, an adjunct course was developed and piloted. In this adjunct model, 
there were content and language courses linked to each other. Each of the courses met 
three hours a week. In the language classes, only authentic texts written by, for example, 
Plato, Cicero, Aristotle, were used. The language and content courses were connected to 
each other to support students’ understanding of the language and complex ideas 
presented in the authentic texts used in the content classes. The language and content 
classes each had their own forms of assessment, readings, and objectives.  
According to the interviewee, the aims of the FAST adjunct program were to 
offer a language course built upon what the students had learned in their English 101 and 
102 courses and to give them language support for their new second-year classes. Thus, 
students would be able to understand the political philosophy texts they read in their 
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content classes. It was expected that by creating a linkage between language and content 
courses, students could receive needed English support. The FAST program had 
additional aims. The first one was to help students improve their academic language 
skills. The second was to help them become better learners of content knowledge. The 
impetus for the FAST adjunct program stems from the texts used in political philosophy; 
they are difficult not only for learners of English, but also for native speakers of English. 
The language and the ideas in such texts were complex, making them challenging to 
read and understand. Thus, the language staff wanted to be sure that students could read 
and understand the texts, discuss the ideas in the classroom, and write an essay for their 
content lecturers. In the development of the FAST adjunct program, the staff made use 
of some ideas from LEAP (Learning English for Academic Purposes), developed and 
implemented at the California State University, Los Angeles, to improve the academic 
skills of students enrolled in adjunct courses (Snow, 2001). The FAST program was 
started in the department of political sciences and later expanded to international 
relations, with the same three-hour format. Because the staff of these two departments 
had had previous contact and collaboration with language lecturers, they were chosen 
first. In the 2003-2004 academic year, the program will be expanded to some additional 
departments, including law and English Language Teaching. In Figure 4.1, it is possible 
to see the history of the FAST adjunct program. 
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1994 1996 1997 2003-2004 
Tutoring by 
language lecturers, 
with a focus on the 
midterm papers of 
political science 
students 
A one-hour 
language class 
linked to a political 
philosophy course 
for political science 
students 
FAST program 
consisted of three-
hour content 
courses in political 
sciences linked to 
three-hour language 
classes 
Expansion to other 
departments (e.g., law 
and new ELT 
Department  
 
Figure 4.1. The History of the FAST Adjunct Program 
During the development of the FAST adjunct program, 20 lecturers were 
involved (fourteen language lecturers, six content lecturers). In the process of choosing 
language lecturers, those who have a background and interest in philosophy were 
sought. Similarly, to select content lecturers, those who have interests and a background 
in philosophy were sought. In addition, it was important to seek content lecturers who 
could work with language lecturers as a team. The interviewee stressed that after the 
program was started, some problems occurred with pairs of content and language 
lecturers. These problems were due partially to the newness of the program and partially 
to the fact that the language and, especially, content lecturers had few ideas about team 
teaching and adjunct models. When the program was offered one-hour tutorials in 1996, 
the language lecturers felt uninvolved. They also felt like they were facilitators for the 
content lecturers.  
Through meetings held to prepare a report about the adjunct program for the 
Rector, the language and content lecturers became convinced of the usefulness and 
necessity of team teaching. In general, the relations between the language and content 
lecturers worked. There were, of course, some language and content lecturers who were 
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not happy with the program and they met rarely. These unsatisfied language and content 
lecturers mostly communicated through e-mails about issues related to the adjunct 
course.  
 At the beginning of the program, the students did not like the language and 
philosophy classes in the FAST program for two reasons: 
• They found the program too difficult and demanding. 
• They felt that political philosophy was not related to their majors   
However, according to the interviewee, at the end of the first year of the full 
implementation of three-hour paired courses, the adjunct classes had become their 
favorite course because they felt there was enough time to be able to read and discuss 
the texts in their language classes. In this way, according to the interviewee, the students 
were able to improve themselves, learn content knowledge, and acquire language 
abilities and skills.    
The objectives of the FAST program are separated into primary reading, writing, 
and discussion interaction objectives, as listed below. The primary objectives of the 
FAST program are as follows: 
1. to provide students with the necessary academic skills to read, analyse, discuss, 
and write about primary, canonical political theory texts. 
2. to consolidate and develop the academic skills taught in ELS 111 (English for 
Academic Purposes I) and ELS 112 (English for Academic Purposes II) 
The reading objectives are built around the following issues: 
• Argument: Students can discuss the ideas in texts used in classes. 
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• Rhetoric: Students can understand how ambiguity, metaphor, and analogy occur 
in a text. 
• Lexical: Students can deal with archaic terms, archaic and/or idiosyncratic 
sentences, and paragraph structures, 
• Structural awareness and note-taking: Students can take notes, develop their own 
ideas, and analyze them. 
The writing objectives are built around the following issues: 
• Structure and argument: Students can understand the task, organize ideas, 
express them in a rational way, and make use of explanations, justifications, and 
illustrations to support their views. 
• Use of texts: Students can use quotations, report, and reference. 
The language objectives are built around the following issues: 
• To avoid using contradictions, empty or clichéd statements, and excessively 
emotive language  
• To make use of hedging to state indecision  
The discussion and interaction objectives are built around the following issues: 
• accurately articulate authors' arguments in their own expression 
• critically compare the views of different theorists 
• relate parts of an argument to the whole 
• effectively substantiate their arguments using illustration, example and textual 
reference 
• critically question the ideas with which they are presented 
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• listen to the views, arguments, and questions of others and respond critically, 
appropriately, and considerately  
Analyses of Data in Light of Research Questions 
In this section, the data gathered from interviews and questionnaires related to 
each research question will be presented. The presentation of results, relative to each 
question, will be divided into two sections, for each of the adjunct programs: CCI and 
FAST. 
Rationale for Bilkent University’s Adjunct Program (Research Question #1) 
 According to the language lecturer interviewee, the Cultures, Civilizations, and 
Ideas I (CCI) program began because the Rector wanted students to enroll in a second-
year humanities course structured around long and complex texts, specifically great 
books written by Freud, Kant and Hegel. The content side of the CCI program wanted 
the students to be able to read these texts and understand them. However, the ideas and 
language of the books were too advanced for students to be able to read and understand 
easily. For this reason, the content side of the CCI adjunct course saw the need for a 
language course, developed as an adjunct course, to help students with the humanities 
course. 
The interviewee says that the reason for the selection of the adjunct model, but 
not other models of content-based instruction (e.g., immersion education, sheltered 
instruction, and theme-based instruction) is because Bilkent is modeled after the 
American university system. Theme-based instruction is used in Bilkent’s first year 
English courses, English 101 and 102. The adjunct model was chosen in the 
development and implementation of the CCI adjunct program for second-year students. 
The general purpose of the adjunct program is to give students language support in the 
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second year. The linked courses in the program have their own syllabuses and goals, all 
directed at improving the language and content abilities of the students.  
There are some factors which influenced academic staff to develop the adjunct 
class linked to the humanities course given by the content lecturers of CCI. According to 
the language interviewee, it was believed that students’ language and content class 
abilities would improve. At the same time, it is expected that the academic abilities of 
the students, in the long term, could be improved. Another expectation is that through 
the adjunct program, students’ anxiety about content classes could be decreased.  
According to the interviewee, the linking of language and content classes helps  
students both to learn subject matter better and to understand the complexity of assigned 
texts. It is certain that the texts used in the content course consist of some knowledge 
which is difficult to understand. The linkage helps students read and understand them 
more easily. Without the language support, the texts would be hard for the students to 
read and comprehend.  
The rationale for the FAST program was described in different ways. According 
to one interviewee, a few years ago, some Bilkent students failed the Turkish Foreign 
Ministry exam and this disappointed the university, in particular the Rector. Therefore, 
the university wanted to offer an extra course for political science and international 
relations students. Thus, political philosophy was started in these departments. However, 
it was understood that the language of the materials used in the classes would be difficult 
for the students. For this reason, a language support course would be needed. In response 
to the perceived need, a language course was developed, as part of an adjunct model, to 
help students in the philosophy course. The aim of the adjunct course was to improve the 
  62 
language abilities of the students and, in this way, the students were expected to improve 
their content knowledge.  
The reasons for the selection of the adjunct model, but not other models of 
content-based instruction, in these departments are as follows. A theme-based model is 
used in first-year English classes because they are not linked to specific content classes. 
Yet in the second year, because the students have to enroll in a challenging discipline-
specific content class, a different model is needed to meet the needs of these second-year 
students. The adjunct model was chosen as the most appropriate model. The idea of 
linking content and language courses was submitted to the Rector and he liked the idea. 
Then, the adjunct course was started.  
The factors which influenced the FAST staff to develop the FAST program were 
identified by four lecturers, three of whom are language lecturers and one who is a 
content lecturer. According to one of the language lecturers, many factors contributed to 
the decision to develop the program. This interviewee emphasizes that Bilkent’s 
administrators were worried about the students’ abilities to handle the content of 
political philosophy. At the same time, it was believed that the linked content and 
language classes would help students learn content-class issues and develop academic 
English abilities. The students would be encouraged and perform the tasks related to 
their content and language classes better.  
The content lecturer interviewee focused on two issues. One of them is a 
pragmatic reason; it is difficult for students to understand complex ideas written in a 
foreign language. Instead of trying to find different themes to teach in language classes, 
it better to focus on a particular content area. The other issue is that creating a linkage 
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between language and content classes pushes the students to think, communicate, read, 
and write.  
Study participants had different views on the rationale for the FAST adjunct 
program. One of the language lecturers emphasized that the inability of students to 
succeed in content classes did not represent an impetus for the FAST program. Rather, 
the rationale was related to the primary texts used in the content class. Yet, another 
language lecturer in a sense contradicted the other language lecturer when stating out 
that the students’ language proficiency problems, which content lecturers have always 
complained about, provided an impetus for the program. The same informant says that 
the content lecturers wanted supplementary language support for the students. One of the 
language lecturers implies that the cooperation between language and content lecturers, 
inherent in the adjunct model, not only helps students become better learners, but it also 
make the students feel more confident in reading and understanding the complex ideas in 
the texts. Through this cooperation, the students can write an essay or discuss a subject 
by making use of their language abilities and content knowledge.  
In reflecting on the rationale for the program, another language lecturer 
emphasizes that if the overall aim of Bilkent is to help students to be successful, it is 
important to develop and offer separate language courses linked to content classes and to 
convince the students of the benefits, necessity, and usefulness of the adjunct class. It is 
believed that the adjunct class concept works well and improves students’ language 
abilities. One of the language lecturers stresses that writing short essays through 
language and content knowledge can improve students’ academic writing abilities. In a 
similar way, another language lecturer says that having students learn how to write 
essays will help them remember what they have learned in their linked courses. The 
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belief that linking classes would help students become more successful in their content 
studies provided an impetus for the program. A language lecturer interviewee says that 
although some of the students can be successful in their content classes, the majority 
cannot. Therefore, as the interviewee implies, linking classes can help the majority to be 
able to handle their content classes. Correspondingly, another language lecturer 
mentions that linking classes pushes students to think critically.  
A language lecturer interviewee believes that the linked content and language 
classes build on the students’ first year by helping the students to think critically, 
consider an academic argument, and write academic arguments in a productive and 
efficient way. Two of the language lecturers agree that exploring, processing, and 
evaluating content information, through writing essays, for example, helps students 
make use of their content knowledge and improve themselves. A language lecturer 
informant emphasizes that linked courses help the students who believe they cannot be 
successful in the linked classes at the beginning, decrease student anxiety, and build 
student confidence. One of the language lecturers says that the issues taught in the 
language class before help students to understand the issues taught in the content class 
In Part B of the Bilkent Adjunct Program Questionnaire, the content and 
language lecturers of the CCI and FAST adjunct programs were asked to reflect on their 
opinions of factors influencing the rationale for adjunct programs at Bilkent. In this 
section, I summarize the results of the questionnaire for both of the CCI and FAST 
adjunct programs, separating content and language lecturers from each other. For the 
results of Part B of the questionnaire, see Appendix F. 
• Students’ inability to succeed in content classes: 75% of the content lecturer 
participants and 71% of the language lecturer participants believe that the adjunct 
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program was developed in response to student anxiety about the high level of 
texts used in required content classes and possible failure.  
• Belief that linking language and content classes would help students become 
better language learners: 100% of the content lecturer participants and 57% of 
the language lecturer participants believe that paired courses will provide 
students with a chance to improve their abilities. 
• Belief that linking language and content classes would help students become 
more successful in their content studies: 100% of the content lecturer participants 
and 79% of the language lecturer participants believe that paired courses will 
provide students with a chance to learn content better. 
• Belief that linking language and content classes would help students to improve 
their academic English abilities: 100% of the content and language lecturer 
participants believe that paired courses will provide students with a chance to 
improve their English academic abilities.  
• Belief that linking language and content classes would help students with 
valuable opportunities for practicing what they learn in their paired content and 
language classes: 100% of the content lecturer participants and 64% of the 
language lecturer participants believe that paired classes provide students with a 
chance to practice language and content issues together. 
• Belief that linking language and content classes would increase the motivation of 
learners: 75% of the content lecturer participants and 43% of the language 
lecturer participants believe that paired classes encourage and motivate students 
in learning content and language-related issues. 
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• Belief that linking language and content classes would decrease students’ 
anxieties: 75% of the content lecturer participants and 64% of the language 
lecturer participants believe that paired classes decrease students’ anxiety. 
• Belief that linked classes are mutually beneficial That is, what is learned in one 
class assists students in the other and vice versa: 100% of the content lecturer 
participants and 93% of the language lecturer participants believe that paired 
classes help students to create link between what they have learned in their 
language and content classes. 
The areas in which content and language lecturers have the largest differences in 
opinion have to do with the value of the adjunct program in terms of promoting language 
learning, practice opportunities, and student motivation. See Table 4.1. for a summary of 
these differences in opinion.  
Table 4.1. Issues for which Content and Language Lecturers Differ in Opinion 
Regarding Factors Influencing the Establishment and Maintenance of Bilkent’s Adjunct 
Program by More than 30% 
 
Issues CL LL Difference in Opinion 
Belief that linking language and content 
classes would help students become better 
language learners 
100% 57% 43% 
Belief that linking language and content 
classes would help students with valuable 
opportunities for practicing what they learn in 
their paired content and language classes 
100% 64% 36% 
Belief that linking language and content 
classes would increase the motivation of 
learners 
75% 43% 32% 
CL= Content Lecturers LL= Language Lecturers  
As for the general purpose of the FAST program, the issues that the language 
lecturers and the content lecturer raised can be interpreted as both a rationale for the 
adjunct program and a description of development issues. One of the language lecturers 
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says that from the language perspective, the language lecturers have always considered 
the importance of helping students to do following: 
• read texts 
• analyze the language 
• understand how the language works in the text 
• learn language and content knowledge more 
• continue to improve themselves through the cooperation of the language and 
content lecturers  
Another language lecturer interviewee raised three similar issues related to the general 
purpose of FAST. The issues are the following: 
• continue English language support into the second year 
• build on what the students have learned in their first year 
• move students beyond what they know 
In line with the last point above, a language lecturer informant says that it is important to 
broaden students’ minds and introduce them to the content class, political philosophy. 
The content lecturer determines the general purpose of the linked classes as a two-way 
process.  
A language lecturer stresses that without language support, the students always 
have difficulty understanding and analyzing philosophy. Similarly, another language 
lecturer says that the adjunct program gives the students a chance to focus on and 
discuss the subject. The content lecturer again emphasizes that the adjunct program 
helps the students to communicate through thinking and adds that practice pushes the 
students to understand the text and write something about the subject.  
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Linking language and content classes in CCI helps second-year students learn 
new vocabulary and structures, building on what they have learned in their 101 and 102 
classes in the first year. The new knowledge allows them to analyse the issues in the 
content class text through language. Another language lecturer informant says that for 
students to become better learners of content and language, it is useful to give them 
practice in writing by having them get involved with different topics. Thus, the students 
can feel more comfortable and develop their own language strategies. Another language 
lecturer emphasizes that the students are motivated to study the language through 
specific content at an advanced level. The content lecturer points out that students can 
practice in a real context, which is useful for their careers. Therefore, the content lecturer 
defines the adjunct program as a motivational link. 
The results of first six items in Part C of the Bilkent Adjunct Program 
Questionnaire offer additional insights into the impetus for the development of adjunct 
programs at Bilkent. In this section, I try to summarize the results of the questionnaire 
for both of the CCI and FAST adjunct programs separating content and language 
lecturers from each other. For the results of the questionnaire related to the first research 
question in the questionnaire (Items 1-6), see Appendix G. 
• Bilkent’s Adjunct Program helps Bilkent students to understand the content 
introduced in their content classes: 80% of the content lecturer participants and 
79% of the language lecturer participants believe that paired classes provide 
students with a chance for learning the issues taught in their content classes. 
• Bilkent’s Adjunct Program helps Bilkent students to understand the language 
used in their content classes: 80% of the content lecturer participants and 86% of 
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the language lecturer participants believe that paired classes provide students 
with a chance for comprehending the language used in their content classes. 
• Bilkent’s Adjunct Program improves students’ academic abilities: 60% of the 
content lecturer participants and 93% of the language lecturer participants 
believe that paired classes help students improve their academic abilities. 
• Bilkent’s Adjunct Program creates useful links between language and content 
classes: 60% of the content lecturer participants and 93% of the language 
lecturer participants believe that paired classes build a bridge between what the 
students learn in their language and content classes. 
• The linkages created between content and language classes in Bilkent’s Adjunct 
Program help students to learn subject matter better: 75% of the content lecturer 
participants and 93% of the language lecturer participants believe that paired 
classes enhance students’ learning of content-related issues. 
• The linkages created between content and language classes in Bilkent’s Adjunct 
Program help students to improve their language abilities: 80% of the content 
lecturer participants and 86% of the language lecturer participants believe that 
paired classes enhance students’ language learning. 
The areas in which content and language lecturers have the largest differences in 
opinion related to the rationale for Bilkent’s Adjunct program have to do with beliefs 
about the adjunct program and its usefulness for improving students’ academic abilities 
and creating useful links between language and content classes. See Table 4.2. for a 
summary. 
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Table 4.2. Issues for which Content and Language Lecturers Differ in Opinion 
Regarding the Rationale for Bilkent’s Adjunct Program by More than %30 
 
Issues CL LL Difference in Opinion 
Bilkent’s Adjunct Program helps Bilkent 
students to understand the content introduced 
in their content classes 
60% 93% 33% 
Bilkent’s Adjunct Program creates useful links 
between language and content classes 60% 93% 33% 
CL= Content Lecturers LL= Language Lecturers 
Development and Implementation Issues (Research Question #2) 
In this section, I summarize the analyses of the data collected to answer the 
second research question: What issues have been considered by Bilkent University 
adjunct program staff in the development and implementation of the university’s adjunct 
program offerings? The data came from interviews with a language lecturer of Cultures, 
Civilizations, and Ideas (CCI), three language lecturers from the Faculty Academic 
Support Team (FAST), and one content lecturer from Political Science and Public 
Administration. Additional data came from questionnaires completed by 20 language 
and content lecturers from the CCI and FAST adjunct programs. 
Cultures, Civilizations, and Ideas.  
The CCI adjunct program was developed to help second-year students of 
engineering with extra language support. In this section, the development and 
implementation issues related to the CCI adjunct program will be reviewed. In the 
development of the CCI program, numerous issues were considered, including, however 
the university administration did not consider, the needs and possible interests of the 
students as perceived by content and language lecturers, the suitability of adjunct 
program relative to the aims of the university, and the value of the program in terms of 
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helping students to improve themselves and their mastery of content knowledge and 
academic language skills. 
According to the language lecturer interviewee, the adjunct program was built 
from scratch. In response to a decision from the Provost’s office, the CCI adjunct 
program was built on tutorials offered by language and content lecturers. As part of the 
process to link content and language classes, as the informant stresses, the Rector 
wanted two academicians to develop the CCI program. Then, the Rector had them add a 
language support class to CCI. In the selection of the faculties and specific content 
classes, some professors from the Management and American Language and Literature 
departments had asked for volunteer help for their students. To choose language 
lecturers, those who volunteered were accepted. Proficiency exams, like Kamu Personeli 
Dil Sınavı - the Foreign Language Examination for Civil Servants (KPDS), Test of 
English as Foreign Language (TOEFL), and International English Language Testing 
Service (IELTS), were not required for non-native language lecturers. The content 
lecturers were just told that they were going to work in the adjunct program, without 
knowing what was involved. Then, the adjunct program was started without piloting. 
The literature on adjunct programs points out the importance of language and 
content teacher relationships for the development and implementation of an adjunct 
program. With CCI, the relationships between language and content lecturers were 
varied. For example, the lecturers in one of the pairs were very close to each other and 
worked on most aspects of the courses together. On the other hand, there were other 
lecturers who did not speak to each other. Other lecturers were somewhere in the middle 
of these extremes. 
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For the different and overlapping responsibilities of the content and language 
sides of the CCI adjunct program, it was pointed out that the language and content 
lecturers make use of the same texts. However, what is done with the texts changes in 
each class. For example, the language lecturers concentrate on what students can do with 
the text through speaking and writing. Conversely, the content lecturers concentrate on 
how much students understand from the text. At the same time, the language interviewee 
stresses that since there are no institutional standards for the development and 
implementation of the adjunct program, many issues in the adjunct program are 
dependent on the lecturers themselves. Thus, it is difficult to describe exactly what 
happens in each class, since the potential for so much variation exists.  
In the development and implementation of the adjunct program, according to the 
language lecturer participant, the interests of the students themselves were not 
considered because the university administration thought that as educated people, 
students should read and understand issues in the selected texts. Students were not asked 
if they wanted to enroll in these paired classes. Therefore, among the students enrolled 
in the adjunct program, just a small number of them were interested in the classes, but, 
as emphasized by one informant, they report liking what they have learned and are proud 
of themselves because they can express their ideas related to the texts they have read. 
Despite the difficulty of the texts, however, Bilkent’s administration has not required the 
language or content lecturers to provide any tutorial support for students. However, 
when students have any problems, it is possible to see their lecturers and ask questions, 
as in any other university course.  
In the selection and creation of the teaching materials for the language side of the 
CCI program, the language lecturer interviewee points out that because the main aim 
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was to guide the students and help them to improve themselves, the language lecturers 
mainly have focused on academic issues like writing, reading, summarizing, and 
plagiarism. In classes, to make sure that the students can understand the texts, and the 
vocabulary in them, the language lecturers have tried to make use of reading strategies 
because the students have many texts to read. In addition to reading strategies, students 
are introduced to learning strategies that will help them understand the texts. These 
strategies, however, have been applied implicitly because of time limitations (i.e., one 
hour of class a week). The language lecturer informant reported emphasizing the 
usefulness of the adjunct program by getting students to consider questions like this: 
“Why are they enrolled in this class?”. The informant has no idea if other lecturers 
discuss the usefulness of the program with their students. Such discussions depend 
entirely on the teachers themselves. 
One development and implementation issue of concern relates to insufficient 
administrative support at the time of the data collection. According to the interviewee, 
the administration has allowed the staff to create new ideas and apply them, but has 
eliminated an administrative position which coordinates the adjunct program. Another 
administrative problem has to do with the fact that there are no regular meetings to 
discuss the progress of the program or evaluate the adjunct program. 
To summarize, the language lecturer interviewee thinks that although there have 
been some problems in the development of the program (e.g., cut back in administrative 
support, lack of institutional standards guiding the development of the courses, the 
sudden decision of the Provost Office to offer language support for humanities courses, 
the uneven relationships between language and content lecturers), students involved in 
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the program are convinced of the usefulness of the program and have given positive 
feedback to the adjunct program. 
Faculty Academic Support Team.  
The aim of the adjunct program developed and implemented by the Faculty 
Academic Support Team was to give second-year students of political sciences and 
international relations extra language support. The interviewees had different ideas 
regarding the initial stages of the development of the FAST program. One interviewee 
said that the FAST adjunct program began from scratch, while another said “It is pretty 
[much] from scratch.” The FAST adjunct program was a direct outgrowth of the 
tutorials offered by First Year English Language lecturers and political science lecturers. 
The adjunct program was started as one-hour tutoring per week in which the language 
lecturers corrected students’ mistakes. Then, it was expanded. Similarly, another 
language lecturer says that there was tutoring between language and content lecturers for 
the term papers of political science students and after the program was started, a specific 
content (i.e., political philosophy) was chosen. According to a language lecturer, unlike 
American universities where edited anthologies are commonly used, Bilkent has tried to 
make use of whole books. Also, as in some other universities, the language and content 
lecturers have equal numbers of hours of instruction: three hours each. One language 
lecturer informant says that there was no piloting and the adjunct program was put into 
action immediately. However, according to another language lecturer interviewee, the 
adjunct program was started at the department of political science through piloting and 
then it was expanded to international relations. In the beginning, some language 
lecturers did not want to work in the adjunct program because the idea was not attractive 
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to them. However, other language lecturers tried to convince them of the usefulness of 
the adjunct program.  
 To select faculties, a language lecturer participant says that because language 
support was required for political science students, the adjunct program was developed. 
The Rector deemed political philosophy to be suitable for political science and 
international relations in response to students’ poor scores on the test of the Turkish 
Foreign Ministry. Interviewees give different reasons for the selection of political 
sciences and international relations. Language lecturer participants believe that the 
Rector chose political sciences and international relations because these departments 
have specific and theoretical content which requires special support. One lecturer says 
that these departments were chosen because they are research based. The content 
lecturer stresses that because the texts used in the content classes of political sciences 
and international relationships are difficult, the students are in need of special support.  
In the first year of FAST, it was decided that one content lecturer would work 
with three language lecturers because there were sixteen language lecturers who were 
expected to teach in the adjunct program. Because of the problems associated with the 
cooperation between language and content lecturers, pairing of language and content 
lecturers was changed and one-to-one pairing (i.e., one language lecturer and one 
content lecturer) was started. After language and content lecturers were paired, they 
were assigned to specific sections. In this way, students would know who their language 
and content lecturers would be.  
Another early decision, as another lecturer says, involved deciding which courses 
would be suitable for a linked language course. Once that was decided, the language and 
content lecturers talked about how the course could be structured. Early on, the content 
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lecturer assumed the language lecturers’ tutoring represented a separate and independent 
language class. Later, a more traditional adjunct approach was developed and 
implemented to give students language support for their content classes. 
In the selection of language and content lecturers, one of the language lecturers 
says that some of the language and content lecturers who were paired had been working 
together and had known each other. In addition, there were some language lecturers who 
were interested in philosophy; they applied voluntarily to work in the adjunct program. 
In other cases, content lecturers tried to find language lecturers who had a background in 
philosophy. One of the language lecturers identified other issues related to the selection 
of lecturers, such as availability of staff. According to all of the language lecturers, 
results of proficiency exams, like KPDS, TOEFL, or IELTS, were not considered in the 
selection of non-native teachers because these teachers had already been screened by 
Bilkent when hired before the adjunct program was started. 
To characterize the relationships between language and content lecturers in the 
development and implementation of the FAST adjunct program, numerous interviewees 
stated that relationships are varied and dependent on individuals. There are some 
lecturers who have been working closely with one another, dealing with adjunct-related 
issues face to face. On the other hand, there are also some lecturers who only 
communicate through e-mail. One of the language lecturers emphasizes that language 
lecturers are lucky this year (i.e., the year of the data collection for the study) because 
one of the content lecturers has helped in the development and implementation of the 
adjunct program. One of the language lecturers says that relations are generally fine, but 
because of issues related to coordination, sometimes problems emerge, though the 
problems were not specified. Nonetheless, some language and content lecturers have 
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appreciated the adjunct program and have tried to help each other. Similarly, the content 
lecturer stresses that cooperative relationships depend on “personal chemistry,” 
tolerance, and diplomacy. Besides, the content lecturer stresses that it is important for 
the lecturers to cooperate voluntarily. Work between language and content lecturers who 
have not volunteered can be difficult. 
From the perspective of shared and overlapping responsibilities in the 
development and implementation of the FAST adjunct program, a language lecturer 
participant believes that sharing responsibilities depends on the individual approaches of 
lecturers. Language lecturers, in general, have no academic degree in philosophy, but 
they may have developed interests in the area and are involved in the adjunct program. 
When content lecturers accept that language lecturers have interests in political 
philosophy, and try to cooperate and talk about the development and implementation of 
the adjunct program, no problems arise. Another language lecturer informant believes 
that language lecturers should be more responsible for linguistic issues. Yet, the content 
lecturers should not ignore students’ language-related mistakes; when they do ignore 
students’ language, it creates a problem for the students. The language lecturer believes 
that unless the language and content lecturers work in a balanced way, there will always 
be problems. Another language lecturer says that language and content lecturers should 
work with the same texts and materials, and sometimes the same or similar assignments. 
Two of language lecturers say that the academic staff held some long meetings to talk 
over what language and content sides should do to help students improve themselves. 
According to one language lecturer interviewee, it is believed that the staff should 
believe in the necessity and usefulness of working together for the benefit and ultimate 
success of the students in the adjunct classes.  
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One issue that emerged in the development and implementation of the adjunct 
program was tutoring and support. One of the language lecturers reports that while 
FAST has a three-hour language course per week, the language lecturers see the 
language classes as five-hour a week because in addition to three hours of classes per 
week, there are also two hours of tutoring. Two of the language lecturers stress that the 
main aim of tutoring is to help students who find the adjunct program difficult. At the 
same time, they say that students write drafts for their courses and get feedback in 
tutorials. According to the content lecturer, although language lecturers offer explicit 
tutorials, the content lecturers do not. Content lecturers help students voluntarily. 
Even though the FAST adjunct model was mandated and paired courses are 
required by Bilkent, according to one language lecturer participant, the needs and 
interests of the students were not considered  in the development and implementation of 
the adjunct program. In spite of this, the language lecturers tried to design the language 
to help the students to improve their thinking so that they could be successful in their 
content classes. A language and content lecturer stress that what the students learned in 
their first year was discussed as the language and content lecturers talked over what 
could be suitable and helpful for the students. In designing the FAST program, lecturers 
tried to provide students with support so that they could build on what they had already 
learned. Despite these efforts, one language lecturer says that because the students are 
not aware of why they are enrolled in FAST adjunct classes, the adjunct program is 
boring and unnecessary for some students.  
From a materials development and implementation perspective, a language 
lecturer participant says that language and content lecturers use original, unedited books. 
The books guide the language lecturers in what and how to teach in the language classes. 
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At the same time, some of the lecturers have adapted some materials to teach particular 
skills, such as citing references and looking at an argument. One of the language 
lecturers says that language lecturers created their own materials and activities. 
Similarly, the content lecturer says that the language and content lecturers decreased the 
number of texts and changed some of them in response to the language and content 
demands of the texts. In addition, the content participant prepares handouts to guide 
students in the completion of their term papers. 
Language learning strategies played an important role in the development and 
implementation of the FAST adjunct program. One language lecturer interviewee 
stresses that reading strategies help students to understand complex sentences, learn new 
vocabulary, see linkages between ideas stated in the texts, analyse and discuss text, and 
gain confidence. Another language lecturer shows students strategies they can use to see 
the different characteristics of each philosopher, (i.e., special vocabulary and different 
writing styles). According to one of the language lecturers, because the students have not 
read such texts before, language lecturers try to help students make use of some 
strategies to understand the texts (e.g., examining the writing styles of different 
philosophers and how transitions are used). 
In terms of administrative support, during the development and implementation 
stages of the adjunct program, one of the language lecturers believes that the adjunct 
program has been supported in different ways by the administration. The university 
provided some money to buy the books used in the adjunct program. Thus, each lecturer 
has his/her own copy of the book used in their courses. At the same time, the 
administration helped in the arrangement of the time-table. Another language lecturer 
participant stresses that in spite of some attempts to abolish the adjunct program or to 
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decrease language course hours, the Rector has always insisted that the adjunct program 
be continued.  
As part of program development and implementation, one of the language 
lecturer interviewees stresses the importance of informing students about the rationale 
for the adjunct program at the beginning of each academic year. In general, language 
lecturers tell students why they are enrolled in the adjunct courses and assure them that 
they will be proud of themselves at the end of the adjunct courses because they will have 
dealt with well-known philosophical issues. One of the language lecturers emphasizes 
that not only language lecturers, but also content lecturers inform the students of the 
rationale of the adjunct program as part of the orientation to classes at the beginning of 
the academic year. The content lecturer says that a discussion of the rationale for FAST 
is not done at a specified time, but rather at any time during the semester, often at the 
beginning. The content lecturer informant prepares an outline explaining the rationale of 
the adjunct classes and passes it out to the students. 
One of the language lecturers says that the students are convinced of the 
usefulness of the adjunct program by the end of the academic year. However, the 
informant states the students emphasize that they needed language support at the 
beginning of the adjunct classes, but when the paired classes have finished, they believe 
that they will not need adjunct classes as juniors. Another language lecturer informant 
reinforces the notion of student satisfaction, but says that students avoid expressing their 
opinions because they think that if they say something wrong, they could be punished. 
Conversely, another language lecturer participant states that students say that the 
philosophy course is difficult and ask how it is related to international relations. The 
language lecturer thinks that because the philosophy course in the adjunct program is 
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directly related to the students’ majors, the students benefit from being reminded about 
the usefulness and necessity of the courses. According to the content lecturer, many 
students like the courses and think they are “mutually supporting,” although they find 
them difficult.   
In Part C of the Bilkent Adjunct Program Questionnaire, items 7-22 asked the 
content and language lecturers in the CCI and FAST adjunct programs to reflect on 
issues considered in the development and implementation of adjunct programs at 
Bilkent. In this section, I try to summarize the results of the questionnaire for both the 
CCI and FAST adjunct programs, separating content and language lecturers from each 
other. For the results of the questionnaire related to the second research question (Items 
7-22), see Appendix H. 
• The support of the administration is important in maintaining the Adjunct 
Program: 60% of the content lecturer participants and 100% of the language 
lecturer participants believe that to be able to develop and implement an adjunct 
program successfully, administrative support is vital. 
• The opinions of content teachers should be considered in the development of 
Bilkent’s Adjunct Program: 100% of the content lecturer participants and 93% of 
the language lecturer participants believe that the opinions of the content 
lecturers towards the adjunct program are important and should be considered. 
• The opinions of language teachers should be considered in the development of 
Bilkent’s Adjunct Program: 100% of the content and lecturer participants believe 
that the opinions of the language lecturers towards the adjunct program are 
important and should be considered. 
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• Adjunct Program language and content teachers should be encouraged to work 
cooperatively: 100% of the content and language lecturer participants believe 
that cooperation between language and content lecturers is vital for the success 
of the adjunct program. 
• Materials and lesson plans developed for content classes should be prepared 
jointly by language and content teachers: 80% of the content lecturer participants 
and 36% of the language lecturer participants believe that teaching materials and 
lesson plans should be prepared together. This disparity in opinions could be 
attributed to the fact that content lecturers view content classes as more 
important than language lecturers; They may value joint preparation because 
they consider language lecturers and language classes as a way of assistance 
towards their classes and students. Language lecturers, on the other hand, may 
want to create teaching materials on their own. 
•  Adjunct Program-related responsibilities should be shared between language 
and content teachers: 80% of the content lecturer participants and 93% of the 
language lecturer participants believe that language and content lecturers should 
share responsibilities in the program. 
• The content and language teachers whose courses are paired in the Adjunct 
Program should be selected carefully to ascertain that they are willing to 
cooperate with one another: 80% of the content lecturer participants and 86% of 
the language lecturer participants believe that pairings should be made by 
considering if the individuals in the pair can work together in a positive way. 
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• It is possible for Adjunct Program instructors to prepare useful classroom 
activities by integrating elements of the two paired courses: 60% of the content 
lecturer participants and 86% of the language lecturer participants believe that 
the issues raised in language and content issues can be integrated into course 
materials by language and content lecturers. 
• The Bilkent administration should provide students enrolled in paired classes 
with some assistance (e.g., with tutoring) to improve their success in language 
and content learning: 100% of the content lecturer participants and 57 % of the 
language lecturer participants believe that the administration should provide 
additional support, in the form of tutorials, for student success. Language 
lecturers may have responded as they have because they may feel that they 
themselves are already providing tutorial support. 
• The interests and expectations of students should be considered in the 
development of the Adjunct Program courses: 80% of the content lecturer 
participants and 71% of the language lecturer participants believe that students 
should be considered in the development of adjunct programs. 
• One of the goals of the Adjunct Program should be to build students’ self-
confidence: 80% of the content lecturer participants and 86% of the language 
lecturer participants believe that adjunct programs should aim at helping students 
gain self-confidence. 
• Language learning strategies, especially for reading, should be emphasized in 
the Adjunct Program: 100% of the content lecturer participants and 86% of the 
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language lecturer participants believe that for students to be able to understand 
the issues in the texts, reading strategies should be taught in the adjunct program. 
• Students enrolled in the linked classes should be informed about the rationale of 
Bilkent’s Adjunct Program: 80% of the content lecturer participants and 100% of 
the language lecturer participants believe that students should know the impetus 
for their enrollment in the adjunct classes.  Respondents had conflicting reports 
on whether/when students are told about the rationale for the program and their 
enrollment in it.  
• Students enrolled in the linked classes should understand the purpose of 
Bilkent’s Adjunct Program: 100% of the content lecturer participants and 93% of 
the language lecturer participants believe that students should be regularly 
informed about the necessity and usefulness of these paired classes during the 
academic year. 
• Bilkent’s Adjunct Program should be expanded to include a larger number of 
disciplines: 100% of the content lecturer participants and 71% of the language 
lecturer participants believe that the adjunct program should be expanded to 
different faculties and departments.  
• The number of hours required for paired classes should be balanced; for 
example, a three-hour content course should be linked to a three-hour language 
class: 60% of the content lecturer participants and 64% of the language lecturer 
participants believe that there should be a balance between language and content 
class-hour allotments. 
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The areas in which content and language lecturers have the largest differences in 
opinion related to development and implementation issues have to do with gaining and 
maintaining administrative support, developing materials and lessons together, and 
providing students with necessary support.  See Table 4.3. for a summary. 
Table 4.3. Issues for which Content and Language Lecturers Differ in Opinion 
Regarding Development and Implementation Issues for Bilkent’s Adjunct Programs by 
More than %30 
 
Issues CL LL Difference in Opinion 
The support of the administration is important 
in maintaining the Adjunct Program 60% 100% 40% 
Materials and lesson plans developed for the 
content classes should be prepared together 
jointly by language and content teachers  
80% 36% 44% 
The Bilkent Administration should provide 
students enrolled in paired classes with some 
assistance (e.g., with tutoring) to improve their 
success in language and content learning   
100% 57% 43% 
CL= Content Lecturers LL= Language Lecturers 
Attitudes toward Current and Future Adjunct Program Offerings (Research Question #3) 
In this section, I summarize the analyses of the data collected for this study that 
answer the third research question: What are the attitudes of Bilkent University’s adjunct 
program staff toward current and future adjunct program offerings? The data 
considered came from interviews with a language lecturer of Cultures, Civilizations, and 
Ideas (CCI), three language lecturers of Faculty Academic Support Team (FAST), and 
one content lecturer from Political Science and Public Administration. Questionnaires 
completed by language and content lecturers from CCI and FAST adjunct programs 
provide additional information.  
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Cultures, Civilizations, and Ideas.  
In response to questions about the most important advantages of the CCI adjunct 
program, the language lecturer interviewee emphasizes that the adjunct program gives 
students a chance to learn about language and content issues. Because second-year 
students have many classes and do not engage in a lot of writing or speaking in English 
outside of their classes, they forget what they have learned about English in their early 
years at the university. It is believed that the adjunct model program helps students to 
improve their English, building upon their first-year classes. However, that the language 
course meets just one hour per week is a current disadvantage. Because language 
lecturers have too many students and because of limited contact hours, there is little time 
for students and lecturers to communicate with each other. Another problem stems from 
relationships between language and content lecturers. Even though each lecturer (content 
and language) seems to have his/her own syllabus, and corresponding goals, language 
lecturers are sometimes perceived to “serve” content lecturers because of the focus on 
content-course texts and issues in the language support course. Another problem that 
language lecturers face is that they do not have internet access to the database of class 
lists and other information. 
 Additional advantages and disadvantages with the CCI adjunct program are as 
follows. On the positive side, students can improve their writing ability and learn to 
make use of texts required in their courses. For language lecturers, who generally teach 
freshmen, teaching second-year students is a different experience because sophomores 
are more sophisticated and can discuss issues better. They can help students understand 
difficult texts and issues that are raised in the content classes, assisting the content 
lecturers. One informant points out that one benefit perceived by language lecturers is 
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that they are assigned one hour of teaching in the adjunct program as opposed to two 
hours of teaching in freshman teaching. However, as a disadvantage, the language 
lecturer interviewee stresses that there is no benefit for language lecturers from the point 
of view of materials or special training. 
The future of the CCI adjunct program is likely to be different. The Rector wants 
to balance the number of hours offered in the paired language and content courses so 
that each course in the pair meets 3 hours per week. Yet because of changes in the 
administration of the CCI program, it is not possible to guess what the future holds. 
Faculty Academic Support Team.  
Current attitudes toward the FAST adjunct program reveal a belief that the 
adjunct program improves the academic English skills of students and moves students to 
a higher level of academic standards. At the same time, the courses provide the support 
needed for students to understand their difficult philosophy course. Correspondingly, 
one of the language lecturers believes that this extra language support builds a bridge 
between the students’ first and second years. Another language lecturer informant thinks 
that it is useful to teach English in linked courses so that students improve themselves in 
the second year. One of the language lecturer participants says that the students benefit 
from the course by improving their writing, thinking better, asking argumentative 
questions, and discussing different issues. In essence, the experience helps them 
“become real university students.” Another language lecturer informant stresses that the 
adjunct program provides students “extra language support, extra work on skills … an 
EAP-type course” that is different from first year or preparation courses. The content 
lecturer agrees with the language lecturers and adds that the students can practice 
content through language. The adjunct classes help students, who think that they cannot 
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be successful at the beginning of the adjunct program, develop some self-confidence by 
the end of the adjunct program when they can understand complex ideas and arguments. 
The content lecturer thinks that the courses give students the opportunity to 
communicate with classmates about the issues in the texts. Without this communication, 
students cannot make use of their knowledge. These adjunct courses provide students 
with the necessary support to learn, understand, and use their knowledge to 
communicate. 
Language lecturers think positively towards the adjunct program because it gives 
them the opportunity to focus on different content, specifically philosophy. They read 
about new issues, think about the teaching of these issues, and teach topics with which 
they have not dealt before. Another issue, which the language lecturers raise, is that the 
adjunct program has raised the status of language lecturers. Content lecturers have made 
use of the educational background of the language lecturers. Content lecturer 
involvement in the adjunct program gets them to think more about their teaching, 
gaining new insights into teaching. One content lecturer thinks that the adjunct program 
has made content lecturers think about the necessity and usefulness of communication 
with students.  
Teachers’ current attitudes point to some negativity toward FAST. One of the 
language lecturer informants emphasizes that the adjunct courses require teachers to 
work too hard. The language lecturers are not trained in philosophy, but have to read 
many philosophy books, for example, five or six philosophy books in a semester.  From 
a lecturer’s perspective, it is a challenge to teach issues in political philosophy. 
Language lecturers need to read new sources and create new materials to teach 
philosophy. At the same time, it is difficult for the language lecturers to know whether 
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what they have taught is suitable for the students. One of the other language lecturers 
stresses that language lecturers must consider the issues taught by the content lecturers 
so that students, who are enrolled in the language classes as a separate class from the 
content courses, do not get confused. As language lecturers, sometimes they cannot 
concentrate on what issues should be taught in the language class. Another language 
lecturer emphasizes that the students are enrolled in many classes in a semester and for 
this reason, it is difficult to see them. However, because language lecturers have to teach 
the students the content issues in the target language, it is important to have additional 
contact with students to talk about the classes, students’ problems and possible solutions. 
According to the content lecturer, the most problematic issue is cooperation between 
language and content lecturers. The informant thinks that this cooperation is dependent 
on personal chemistry and requires tolerance, diplomacy, and coordination.  
 For the future of the program, one of the language lecturer informants thinks that 
as long as the Rector supports the adjunct program, it will continue and expand. The 
content lecturer thinks that the adjunct course concept should be developed further for 
the future. To support such development, language lecturers emphasize that it is 
necessary and important to find more “specialized language lecturers” who are willing to 
get involved with the program; not every language lecturer is willing to teach English in 
the adjunct program. At the same time, one of the language lecturers thinks that the 
administration should provide them with more resources. According to the content 
lecturer, the adjunct program should be improved. The informant stresses that need for a 
one-hour tutorial for both language and content courses. 
In Part C of the Bilkent Adjunct Program Questionnaire (items 23-27), the 
content and language lecturers of the CCI and FAST adjunct programs were asked to 
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reflect on their attitudes towards current and future program offerings. In this section, I 
try to summarize the results of the questionnaire for both of the CCI and FAST adjunct 
programs, separating content and language lecturers from each other. For the results of 
the questionnaire related to the third research question (Items 23-27), see Appendix I. 
• The language teachers involved in Bilkent’s Adjunct Program should believe in 
the Adjunct Program: 80% of the content lecturer participants and 100% of the 
language lecturer participants believe that language lecturers involved in the 
adjunct programs should accept the usefulness and necessity of the adjunct 
programs. 
• The content teachers involved in Bilkent’s Adjunct Program should believe in the 
Adjunct Program: 80% of the content lecturer participants and 100% of the 
language lecturer participants believe that content lecturers involved in the 
adjunct programs should accept the usefulness and necessity of the adjunct 
programs. 
• Language teachers should attend the content class linked to their language 
course to understand the language demands of students’ content learning: 60% 
of the content lecturer participants and 71% of the language lecturer participants 
believe that language lecturers should visit content classes to observe the 
content-learning needs of the students. 
• Content teachers should be involved in determining the language emphasis of the 
language classes linked to their content courses: 80% of the content lecturer 
participants and 64% of the language lecturer participants believe that the 
opinions of content lecturers towards linguistic features should be considered. 
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• Bilkent’s Adjunct Program should be continued: 100% of the content lecturer 
participants and 86% of the language lecturer participants believe that for the 
future success of the students, the adjunct programs should be continued. 
Questionnaire results suggest that content and language lecturers have differing  
attitudes about the future of Bilkent’s Adjunct Programs, but differences are not greater 
than 20% percentage points. 
Conclusion 
In this chapter, the data gathered from interviews, questionnaires, and primary-
source documentation were presented. According to the results, the following can be 
said: 
• The main rationale for Bilkent’s adjunct programs is to give extra language 
support to second-year students. 
• Many issues have emerged in discussions of the development and 
implementation of the adjunct programs including administrative support, 
tutorial support, coordination between language and content lecturers, and new 
resources for materials development.  
• The teaching staff and administration involved in Bilkent’s Adjunct Programs 
have been generally positive towards adjunct courses, though there are some 
problems to work out such as coordination between language and content 
lecturers, lack of administrative support, balance of course hours, lack of 
background (language lecturers) in the targeted subject matter. 
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• Language and content lecturers would like administrative support for additional 
language lecturers and inservice training which they believe are needed to ensure 
the future success of the adjunct programs.  
• Language lecturers are in need of more teaching resources.  
• A one-hour tutorial for both language and content courses could improve adjunct 
program offerings. 
 In Chapter 5, the findings of this case study are analyzed and synthesized in 
connection with the literature on adjunct programs. In addition, the limitations of the 
case study and pedagogical implications are explored.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 
Summary of the Study 
The purpose of this case study of Bilkent University’s adjunct programs was to 
find answers to the following research questions: 
1- What rationale do Bilkent University staff (administrators and teachers) give for the 
adjunct program they are involved in? 
2- What issues have been considered by Bilkent University adjunct program staff in the 
development and implementation of the university’s adjunct program offerings? 
3- What are the attitudes of Bilkent University’s adjunct program staff toward current 
and future adjunct program offerings? 
In order to answer these questions, several types of data were gathered. Interviews were 
conducted with language and content lecturers involved in the adjunct courses at 
Bilkent. In response to the data gathered from the interviews and literature review (see 
Chapter 2), a questionnaire was created and administered to language and content 
lecturers of Bilkent’s adjunct programs. In addition, some primary sources, including 
those provided by participants and others gathered by the researcher, were consulted. 
The data gathered from interviews, the questionnaires, and primary sources were 
analyzed and synthesized. In this chapter, the results of the study are summarized. In 
addition, the limitations of the study, implications for English language teaching 
practitioners and administration, and suggestions for further research are presented. 
Results 
The results of this case study suggest that the adjunct courses developed and 
implemented at Bilkent University — Cultures, Civilizations, and Ideas (CCI) and 
Faculty Academic Support Team (FAST) — are perceived by language and content 
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lecturers to be beneficial for the second-year students enrolled in them. Nonetheless, the 
programs still have problems to work out. Based on the data solicited from Bilkent staff, 
who are either administering or teaching in the programs, students enrolled in CCI and 
FAST classes have learned a lot about content course subject matter as a result of the 
language support offered through the adjunct language course. In addition, the students’ 
language skills and academic abilities have improved as a result of the linked courses. 
However, in the development of these adjunct programs, program developers and 
language lecturers have had to cope with many of the issues raised in the literature 
review in Chapter 2. These issues will be explained in this chapter, as part of the 
answers to the research questions guiding the study.         
The Rationale for Bilkent’s Adjunct Programs 
 The first research question sought to determine the rationale for Bilkent’s adjunct 
programs. It is believed by many in the field that the adjunct model can help second 
language and foreign language students learn content-area subject matter through paired 
language and content classes (Babbitt & Mlynarczyk, 2000; Iancu, 1993; Stryker & 
Leaver 1997). In addition, students can become skilled in language abilities related to 
their majors. These benefits provide part of the rationale for Bilkent’s CCI and FAST 
adjunct language programs. These programs built on what the second-year students had 
learned in their first-year English classes. The language courses linked to the content 
classes provide students with a chance to learn new vocabulary and structures related to 
their content classes. As another impetus for the adjunct program, the adjunct model 
continues to give the second-year students necessary language support for their content 
classes. Therefore, the students can improve their academic language abilities and, 
through the language support provided, they can learn subject matter better. An 
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additional rationale for the program is that through the linked language and content 
courses, students can practice thinking critically, discussing topics, and writing essays.  
 Johns (1997) reports that content professionals from various disciplines, in 
different institutions, have requested that adjunct programs be developed in their 
departments because previous experiences point out that the students enrolled in adjunct 
classes have made significant improvement. Similarly, the content lecturers from 
Bilkent’s Cultures, Civilizations, and Ideas (CCI) content courses and political sciences 
and international relations departments requested language support for their students. 
The rationale behind the request varied. The first one was that the level of the texts used 
in the CCI humanities course and the FAST political philosophy course was too 
advanced for second-year students. Thus, the need for support was requested. Another 
rationale was that the complex ideas in the texts used in content classes are difficult for 
the students to understand, analyse, and report in tasks involving writing essays or 
discussing issues with classmates. Recognizing that content subject matter and texts 
would be difficult for students to comprehend, the content staff requested that the 
language staff develop a special support language class for students. It was hoped that 
the paired course would help students improve their language abilities so that the 
students would be able to deal with the issues raised in the texts read in the content 
classes. Issues discussed in language classes could help the students comprehend content 
class material.  
There are other issues to be mentioned that explain the impetus for developing an 
adjunct program. As one of the four major domains of CBI, Pally (2000b, cited in 
Andrade & Makaafi, 2001) points out psychological issues (e.g. motivation, low 
anxiety) and emphasizes that these issues help learners to be successful. According to 
  96 
the lecturers who participated in the case study, another rationale for the adjunct 
program was that adjunct classes can decrease the anxiety of Bilkent students and help 
them gain self-confidence and be proud of themselves. At the same time, proposed as a 
rationale by a content lecturer, the adjunct model helps students acquire the necessary 
abilities to consider the ideas of Kant, Freud, and others, and communicate them with 
other students or content lecturers. Thus, the students can broaden their minds by dealing 
with different issues. Because the students use different strategies to understand these 
difficult content-class texts, it is believed that they can develop improved strategies in 
their language support classes to help them with their content learning.  
There is another rationale for the adjunct model, rather than other models of 
content-based instruction (i.e., immersion model, theme-based model, and sheltered 
model). At Bilkent, theme-based instruction is used in first-year English classes to meet 
students’ needs. However, since second-year content classes have specific content, a 
more specific support program is needed to meet the needs of the second-year students. 
It was determined that an adjunct program could teach subject matter and related 
language skills better through paired language and content classes. The adjunct model 
allows second-year students to practice and improve real-world task abilities (Babbitt & 
Mlynarczyk, 2000; Iancu, 1993; Johns, 1997; Stryker & Leaver, 1997). As another 
rationale, the administration wanted students to understand political philosophy as part 
of their general educational experience. Through the consideration of complex ideas and 
arguments, and the completion related tasks assigned by their content lecturers (e.g., 
write an essay), students could grasp important new knowledge and improve their 
language abilities. To sum up the ideas stated by the content and language lecturers, the 
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general rationale behind Bilkent’s adjunct program was to provide Bilkent students with 
useful links between their language and content classes. 
Development and Implementation Issues  
 The second research question sought to determine issues related to the 
development and implementation of Bilkent’s adjunct programs. From these 
perspectives, Bilkent’s programs are similar to many other programs in regards to 
content and language teacher cooperation, administrative support, tutorial support, 
program objectives, and the creation and use of similar materials. 
Many language professionals believe that cooperation between language and 
content teachers is vital for the development and implementation of adjunct programs 
(Andrade & Makaafi 2001; Babbitt & Mlynarczyk, 2000; Brinton, Snow & Wesche, 
1989; Crandall, 1998; Gee, 1997; Iancu, 1993; Kasper, 2000; Mundahl, 1993, cited in 
Goldstein, Campbell & Cummings, 1994; Richards & Rodgers, 2001; Snow & Brinton, 
1988). To develop and implement an effective program, language and content lecturers 
should have flexibility, willingness, and enthusiasm. Bilkent University staff involved in 
its adjunct programs agree with these ideas. As a development and implementation 
issue, they believe that cooperation between language and content lecturers is vital for 
the success of students enrolled in adjunct classes. The pairs of lecturers should be 
selected carefully and it is recommended that content and language lecturers who know 
each other work in pairs.  
Cooperation can be enhanced when paired teachers have respect for one another. 
Content lecturers, for example, should respect language lecturers for their contributions 
to the paired courses (Goldstein, Campbell & Cummings, 1994). Whether language 
lecturers have an advanced degree in the content area or language teaching is not 
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important. What is important is that the language lecturers are involved in the adjunct 
programs and are ready to help students to improve their language skills. Language 
lecturers’ contributions can help students learn and comprehend content class subject 
matter. For this reason, content lecturers should be willing to work with language 
lecturers cooperatively. As emphasized by a language lecturer, this cooperative 
relationship requires tolerance and diplomacy. When there is respect, cooperation, and a 
good working relationship, language lecturers will feel comfortable with the adjunct 
programs. Attitudes towards each other and towards the program itself are important for 
a cooperative atmosphere. Language or content lecturers who do not believe in the 
usefulness of adjunct courses should either not be involved or should be convinced of 
their value. Cooperation can be enhanced when paired lecturers are flexible, willing to 
work together, and enthusiastic about the adjunct program concept. The importance of 
cooperation reveals the need to select content faculties (or disciplines) with care. 
According to the participants, the departments to be chosen, and their staff, should be 
examined carefully to determine whether or not an adjunct program is suitable  
Another development and implementation issue that can influence the success of 
an adjunct program is administrative support (Babbitt & Mlynarczyk 2000; Goldstein, 
Campbell & Cummings, 1997; Snow & Brinton, 1988). The teaching staff of Bilkent’s 
adjunct programs believes in and understands the need for administrative support. At 
Bilkent, there are some language and content lecturers who are not fully supportive of 
the adjunct programs, but the Rector, the most important person, strongly believes in the 
necessity of the adjunct programs. Thus, he has provided support to the teaching staff 
involved in the adjunct programs. The administration of the adjunct program should 
establish standards that guide language and content lecturers in their classes for the 
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success of the students. One aspect of administrative support that is critical in the 
development and implementation of an adjunct program has to do with meetings 
between language and content instructors, sometimes with program administration (Gee, 
1997; Snow & Brinton, 1988). It is important to hold meetings to discuss the progress 
and effectiveness of the adjunct programs. Although meetings are not held in Bilkent’s 
CCI Program, there is evidence that it is useful to hold meetings so that teaching staff 
can discuss development and implementation issues and resolve problems. Equally 
important are the interactions between paired lecturers. Whether communication is face-
to-face or via e-mail, these forms of communication and cooperation are important for 
the health of the program 
Another development and implementation issue relates to tutorial support for 
students. Tutors can correct the mistakes and errors of the students and guide them 
towards their academic aims (Babbitt & Mlynarczyk, 2000; Snow & Brinton, 1988). At 
Bilkent, language and content lecturers view tutoring as an important support 
mechanism for their students. FAST has formally added the tutoring concept into the 
curriculum. It is believed by many that tutorial support helps students improve their 
grasp of content and language abilities. 
Another development and implementation issue relates to establishing adjunct 
program objectives in response to students’ needs (Babbitt & Mlynarczyk, 2000). At 
Bilkent, according to language and content lecturer participants, students were not 
consulted in the development of the program, but it is believed that what students need 
in their content and language classes, to ensure academic success, was taken into 
consideration in the development and implementation of the adjunct programs. Students 
and staff should be convinced of the value of adjunct course objectives. At the beginning 
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of the academic year, students should be informed of the impetus and objectives of the 
program. During the term, the students should occasionally be asked to reflect on the 
usefulness of the adjunct program that they are enrolled in.  
Materials development is another important issue in the development and 
implementation of an adjunct program. It is necessary to decide whether to use authentic 
or edited texts. At Bilkent, because of the advanced level of the selected texts and the 
complex ideas which are discussed in response to the difficult readings, these issues 
become even more important. When developing instructional materials for use in paired 
classes, it is important to focus on academic issues, especially writing, reading, 
summarizing, and reading-strategy instruction. An emphasis on such issue will help 
students understand the texts used in their classes. It is helpful for language and content 
lecturers to develop and share materials. The teaching staff should make use of similar 
texts and prepare complementary assignments to create a bridge between what the 
students learn in their language and content classes. When materials support each other, 
it is easier to find a balance between what the students learn in each class (i.e., language 
and content classes).  
Attitudes toward Current and Future Adjunct Program Offerings  
The third research question sought to determine the attitudes of Bilkent 
University’s adjunct program staff toward current and future adjunct offerings. Themes 
which emerged relate to the challenge of the adjunct courses for language lecturers, the 
perceived benefits of teaching sophomores, students’ need for extra language support, 
content lecturers’ new insights related to education based on interchanges of ideas 
between language and content lecturers, balance of  course hours, material support, 
special in-service training, expansion of the adjunct program to different disciplines, 
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need for larger language teacher staff to work in the adjunct program,  and sufficient 
administrative support. 
Bilkent’s adjunct program staff believe that adjunct courses are challenging for 
language lecturers because the lecturers have to focus on a content area that is not 
directly linked to their academic training. Such teaching assignments create a very heavy 
work load for language learners. Part of the challenge comes from having to read at least 
five or six unfamiliar books each semester. In addition, language lecturers have to learn 
what content lecturers teach in their content classes to make their language-support 
classes useful. The difficulties associated with the content of the adjunct program are 
offset for many language lecturers, who have had experience teaching first-year 
students, by teaching sophomores who are more sophisticated than first–year students. 
Participants believed that students are promoted to higher academic levels and feel that 
they are “real university students” as a result of the adjunct experience. Thus, the extra 
language support provided by the Adjunct Program helps students to comprehend 
difficult texts, communicate with each other about issues in the texts, and, more 
importantly, gain confidence. 
It is believed that content lecturers learn from their association with language 
lecturers. They learn from the language lecturer’s educational orientation and begin to 
critique their own teaching, think about new pedagogical issues, and apply them in their 
classes. This interchange of ideas and the improved teaching practices that result from 
the interchange give language lecturers a special status among content lecturers.  
Language lecturers think that there should be a balance between the course hours 
of language and content classes so that language lecturers can communicate and work 
with students the same amount of time as content lecturers. For example, a 3 hour-3 hour 
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content and language would permit language and content lecturers to work with their 
students for equal periods of time. 
Regarding future adjunct offerings, language lecturers believe there should be 
more support in the form of instructional materials, special in-service training, and 
staffing. Since an adjunct course requires a lot of work and different resources to create 
activities to use in classes, it is necessary to have a variety of materials, for example, 
books about the subject of the adjunct content class. Similarly, because working in an 
adjunct course represents a new and different experience, content and language lecturers 
involved in the program need special training to comprehend its rationale and plan 
lessons for the success of enrolled students. At the same time, because of the expansion 
of the adjunct program, there will always be a need for extra lecturers, especially those 
who are specialized and willing to teach English in adjunct classes. 
 It is believed that future adjunct program offerings should be expanded to other 
disciplines where such an approach could be developed and implemented. It is 
emphasized that no matter what changes happen at administrative levels, they should not 
affect the program; the adjunct program be supported as strongly as possible. 
Limitations of the Study 
 This case study of Bilkent University’s adjunct programs was designed to 
understand the rationale for the adjunct programs, issues related to their development 
and implementation, and the attitudes of the staff involved in the adjunct programs 
toward current and future offerings. In the data gathering process, some problems 
occurred creating limitations to the study. The two most serious problems are as follows: 
• Finding interviewees: During the data collection process, an e-mail was sent to 
content lecturers and they were invited to be interviewed. Numerous content 
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lecturers did not accept the invitation, responding that they were too busy with 
their own jobs. Thus, the attitudes of content lecturers towards the adjunct 
programs were not represented fully in the study. The findings reported in this 
study represent the views of just a few content lecturers. 
• The Bilkent Adjunct Program Questionnaire was sent to 36 participants as an e-
mail attachment. At the same time, the content and language lecturer participants 
were requested to complete and return it by a certain date. However, 16 
participants did not respond. Most of the individuals who chose not to respond 
were content lecturers involved in the adjunct programs. Once again, the results 
reported here represent the opinions of only a few content lecturers. 
Because of the poor response rate from content lecturers, the opinions and attitudes of 
language lecturers were more abundant and the opinions and attitudes of the content 
lecturers were sparse. 
Other limitations include the following: 
• The study is not generalizable to other institutions. Reported views represent a 
subset of lecturers at Bilkent University. If other adjunct programs exist in 
Turkey, the views reported here do not reflect the realities of those programs. 
• Data were limited to interviews, questionnaires, and primary-data sources. No 
attempt made to observe classes, survey currently enrolled students or students 
who completed CCI/FAST, or the higher administration. 
                                      Pedagogical Implications 
 According to one of the language lecturers, except for Bilkent University, this 
informant is not aware of any other institutions in Turkey where an adjunct model has 
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been developed and implemented. The results of this case study suggest that other 
Turkish universities could adapt the adjunct model, promoted in the literature, to meet 
the needs of their students. To do so, they would need to consider issues related to 
existing departments and the needs of their students, number of students, expectations of 
the institution, and the availability of interested and willing language and content 
lecturers. The Bilkent experience suggests that language support classes can be 
developed with the cooperation of language and content lecturers. Language support 
classes could be linked to particular content classes (e.g., political philosophy) as in 
Bilkent University. Course objectives and curricula could be prepared by considering the 
language demands of that particular content class.  
Instead of linking a language support class to a particular content course, a 
modified adjunct program could be developed with language support classes for specific 
disciplines such as mathematics, chemistry, sociology, and art. Objectives and curricula 
for the language support classes could be built upon general issues taught in the content 
courses of the faculty or disciplines. To give an example, for the business administration 
faculty, content courses of the discipline could be supported by language support classes 
that use authentic or edited materials related to economics and or business 
administration. As another example, for the physics department, an adjunct language 
support could focus on principles of physics or mathematics.  
Based on the Bilkent experience, an adjunct model can be used to build upon 
issues raised in first-year classes related to, for example, developing academic English 
language skills, analyzing texts, making references, using quotations, and using 
strategies, especially reading strategies. Additional attention to such issues will prepare 
students for the content and language demands of their future university studies.  
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 Turkish- and English-medium universities that want to develop an adjunct 
program need to do the following: 
• Articulate a strong rationale for the program that provides students with useful 
links between their language and content classes 
• Establish adjunct program objectives in response to students’ needs 
• Find lecturers who believe in the necessity and usefulness of an adjunct program, 
and who are willing to work together, share responsibilities, and create teaching 
materials 
• Gain support from the administration  
• Provide students with tutorial support 
• Focus on content that is particularly difficult for students because of language 
demands inherent in the materials 
• Provide language and content lecturers with vital support (e.g., special training) 
to develop teaching materials 
• Encourage and convince language and content lecturers to work together 
respectfully  
• Hold meetings among language and content lecturers and the administration to 
discuss the progress and effectiveness of the adjunct program 
• Convince students enrolled in the adjunct program of the usefulness and 
necessity of their adjunct course 
• Balance the course hours of language and content courses 
  As stated earlier, the most important issue in the development and 
implementation of an adjunct program is the vital cooperation between language and 
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content lecturers. When pairs of lecturers are selected, it should be determined if they 
can work together. It is recommended that these be individuals who know each other and 
who are willing to assist each other in creating materials, sharing ideas, and observing 
classrooms. They should meet regularly and discuss issues and problems occurring in 
their classes. The lecturers, especially the content lecturers, should also inform their 
“partners” about what will be taught or tested in their classes. 
  At the same time, administrators should believe in the adjunct concept and give 
necessary support. There should be regular meetings between lecturers and 
administrators about the ongoing process of the adjunct program. Standards for 
classroom implementation should be decided upon, and language and content lecturers 
should be supported to unsure the success of the program. Similarly, whenever possible, 
there should be co-directors, who can address the concerns of content and language 
lecturers and serve as adjunct program facilitators. These co-directors could share 
responsibilities in overseeing the development, implementation, and evaluation of the 
adjunct program. 
  Equally important, program developers should decide which faculties or 
disciplines could benefit most from language support classes for their students. To assist 
in such discussions, the importance of needs analyses for students, institutions, and 
content classes and lecturers is revealed. A survey could be conducted in the content 
departments to determine students’ needs. Based on the results of the survey, language 
objectives can be determined and used to guide curriculum development efforts.  
Suggestions for Further Research 
This case study was conducted to seek the attitudes of the Bilkent staff towards 
its two adjunct programs. Emphases were placed on learning about the rationale for the 
  107 
programs, development and implementation issues, and attitudes towards current and 
future adjunct program offerings. Language and content lecturers and previous and 
current administrators were interviewed, and requested to complete and return 
questionnaires. To gain a better understanding of the complexities of the Bilkent adjunct 
programs, additional studies could be conducted.  
It would be possible to research the attitudes of students who are currently 
enrolled in adjunct programs or who have completed them. Students could be 
interviewed and their classes could be observed. Such a study could explore students’ 
expectations and their levels of satisfaction. Another study could examine students’ final 
marks to determine problems in language and content classes and the reasons for them.  
The attitudes of staff (i.e., lecturers and administrators) and students could be 
compared in another study. The expectations of each group could be examined and 
compared. Program developers could also be interviewed to find out issues faced in the 
development of an adjunct program and what should/should not be done for the success 
of an adjunct program. 
Finally, studies could be conducted in other Turkish institutions to determine if 
adjunct programs are being contemplated and how design and implementation issues are 
dealt with in the early stages of program development. 
        Conclusion 
In this study, the rationale for Bilkent’s adjunct programs, development and 
implementation issues, and attitudes toward current and future adjunct program offerings 
of staff were sought. At the end of the study, some particular issues stand out as being 
particularly important: 
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• The main rationale for adjunct programs is to give students extra language 
support to improve their English academic abilities and content knowledge. 
• There are some development and implementation issues that need to be taken 
seriously. These include cooperation between language and content lecturers, 
administrative support, tutorial support for students, and a balance of course 
hours, and an understanding, by staff and students, of the necessity and 
usefulness of the adjunct program. 
• For the future success of adjunct programs, there should be special training for 
(a) language lecturers who have little or no experience in teaching adjunct 
classes and (b) especially for content lecturers who are not aware of the 
language demands of their disciplines.
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 
             Background Information Interview Protocol with Backup Questions 
Note: [For “I do not know”, “I am not sure”, “I wonder” responses, I will ask:] 
     (a) Who can I contact to get this information? 
     (b) Is there any documentation where I could find this information? 
 
 
#1 When was the first adjunct program offered at Bilkent University?  
 
#2 Who was involved in the development of the early adjunct program?  
          (a) What position did that person hold?   
     (b) In what faculty was that person working?  
              (c) What background did that person have?   
#3 What was the stated (or at least understood) purpose of the adjunct program?  
                    (a) Might the initial purpose be written in some document? 
                     (b) Do you know where I can find that document? 
#4 Can you describe the adjunct program in its early days for me? 
                     (a) If you can’t, who might be able to help me? 
                     (b) How can I contact them? 
#5 What issues were considered when the adjunct program was first developed? 
                     (a) Was a needs analysis conducted? If so, by whom? 
                     (b) How was it conducted? 
                     (c) What aspects of the program were considered during the needs analysis  
       process? 
#6 Were any models of already existing adjunct programs consulted when developing 
Bilkent’s adjunct program?  
         (a) If so, which ones?    
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         (b) If so, why were these models chosen? 
         (c) Where were they found? 
                     (d) Were they adopted/adapted? 
                     (e) If adapted, what did they do? 
 
#7   In which disciplines were these first adjunct courses offered?  
                     (a) Might this be written somewhere? 
#8 Why was/were the discipline(s) chosen first? 
                     (a) Did you or the former administrators choose from both social and  
       technical departments? 
                     (b) Did you or the former administrators find out what teachers or students                             
                           from those departments thought about the idea for a pairing of language   
                           and content courses? 
#9 What was the content of the language courses?   
                     (a) How did you define the elements of the language course? 
                     (b) Did you or the others meet language and content teachers to determine  
                           course content? 
                     (c) Were students consulted about course content? 
#10 How was the content of the language courses determined?    
                     (a) What kind of linguistics aspects were considered for the general needs   
                            of the departments? 
                     (b) Were any content teacher(s) consulted for the development of the  
       language course? If so, what did they contribute? 
#11 How were the language teachers chosen for the early adjunct program? 
                (a) How long had the language teachers been working at Bilkent? 
            (b) What were the language instructors’ qualifications? 
         (c) Did the original organizers of the adjunct program consider if there was  
    anyone who knew one discipline better than the other? 
#12 How were the content teachers chosen for the early adjunct program? 
              (a) How long had the content teachers been working at Bilkent? 
                     (b) What were the content instructors’ qualifications? 
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#13 How would you characterize the relationship between the language and content 
teachers involved in the adjunct program? 
                     (a) Would you characterize their relationships as more positive or as more  
                           negative?  
                     (b) What were some positive outcomes of the relationship? 
                     (c) What were some negative outcomes of the relationship? 
                     (d) How difficult was it for language and content teachers to work  
                           together? 
                     (e) What was the source of the difficulty? 
                     (f) Did the content and language teachers collaborate closely or work quite  
                          independently? 
#14 How would you characterize the attitudes of students toward the adjunct program in 
general?   
                     (a) Did students have any negative reactions toward the course or   
                          teacher(s)? If so, can you describe the negative reactions? 
                     (b) Which departments’ students were most successful? 
                     (c) Are the results of any course evaluations available? If so, might they be  
                          available to me?  
#15 How would you characterize the attitudes of students toward the two linked courses:  
(a) the language course (b) the content course to which the language course is linked? 
                     (a) In which course were they positive? Why? 
                     (b) In which course were they negative? Why? 
                     (c) Did they have any notable reactions against the language course? If so,  
                          what were they? 
                     (d) Would students have been content solely with the conventional rules of   
                            English, such as how to write, grammar, etc.? 
#16 Up until today, approximately how many students have been served by the adjunct 
program? 
                (a) From which faculty were they? 
                     (b) From which departments were they? 
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#17 Up until today, approximately how many teachers have been served by the adjunct 
program? 
                     (a) From which faculty were they? 
                     (b) From which departments were they? 
#18 Since the beginning of the adjunct program at Bilkent, has the program expanded 
beyond the original disciplines? If so, for which disciplines has this program been 
developed so far? 
                     (a) Why were these disciplines chosen? 
                     (b) Were there any special reasons? 
#19 Is there any available written or on-line documentation that might help me 
understand the early days of the adjunct program? If so, where can I get it? 
                     (a) Is it possible to make use of them in my thesis? 
                     (b) If yes, what should I do? 
#20 Is there any available written or on-line information that I can consult to understand 
what is happening in the adjunct program now? 
                     (a) Is it possible to make use of them in my thesis? 
                     (b) If yes, what should I do?
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APPENDIX B 
Bilkent Adjunct Program Interview Protocol 
Research Question #1: 
1- What rationale do Bilkent University staff (administrators and teachers) give for 
the adjunct program they are involved in?  
      1.1. In your opinion, what led Bilkent to develop an adjunct model program?  
1.2. Why was the adjunct model, as opposed to other models of content-based             
instruction such as immersion education, sheltered instruction, and theme-based    
       instruction, chosen for Bilkent? 
1.3. To what extent did the following factors influence Bilkent to develop an    
       adjunct program: 
             a-  Students’ inability to succeed in content classes. 
             b- Belief that linking classes would help students become better language     
                  learners. 1  
             c- Belief that linking classes would help students become more successful in  
                  their content studies. 
             d- Belief that linked classes would help students practice what they learn in    
                 content and language classes. 
             e- Belief that linked classes would help students improve their academic  
                 English abilities.  
             f- Belief that linked classes would increase the motivation of learners and                
                  decrease their anxiety. 
                                                 
1
    Italicized items were used to emphasize important aspects of questions during the  
      interview and/or to differentiate similar questions. 
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g- Belief that the information gathering, processing, and reporting that occur in                      
        the linked classes would help students to make us of their language and       
                   content knowledge productively and effectively. 
h- Belief that the information gathering, processing, and reporting that occur in                    
the linked classes would help students to make us of their language and 
content knowledge productively and effectively.  
1.4. How would you describe the general purpose of Bilkent’s adjunct program? 
1.5. In your opinion, what are the defining characteristics of Bilkent’s adjunct model  
 program? 
      1.6. How does the linking of language and content classes help students learn subject  
       matter better? 
1.7. How does the linking of language and content classes help students improve   
       their language abilities? 
Research Question #2:  
2- What issues have been considered by Bilkent University adjunct program staff 
in the development of the university’s adjunct program offerings? 
2.1.Was Bilkent’s adjunct program built up from scratch or was it built upon an 
already existing model? Can you explain?  
2.2. How were content and language class linkages determined? 
2.3. What considerations were made when selecting faculties and specific content  
       classes for the adjunct program? 
2.4. What considerations were made when choosing the language and content 
teachers who were to participate in the adjunct program? 
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2.5. In the selection of non-native language teachers, have the result of any 
proficiency exams, such as KPDS, TOEFL, or IELTS, result been considered?  
2.6. How would you characterize the relationships between content and language 
teachers involved in the adjunct program? 
2.7. What are the different and overlapping responsibilities of the content and 
language instructors involved in the adjunct program? 
2.8. Does Bilkent provide any tutorial or support services to help students in these 
linked classes?  If so, can you explain the role of these forms of support? 
2.9. How were students’ needs and interests taken into account when planning the 
adjunct program? 
2.10.Were any of the linked courses piloted before the larger adjunct program was  
        implemented? Can you describe the role of those piloted courses? 
2.11. In your view, what are the most important issues that were considered in the  
         development of Bilkent’s adjunct program?   
2.12. What kinds of materials have been adapted for the adjunct courses? 
2.13. Are language learning strategies addressed in the language course? If so, how? 
2.14. Does the administration give enough support to the program? 
2.15. Have the students been informed of the rationale of the adjunct? 
2.16. If so, how? To what extent are students convinced of the usefulness of the  
         adjunct program? 
Research Question #3: 
3- What are the attitudes of Bilkent University’s adjunct program staff toward 
current and future adjunct program offerings?   
3.1. In your view, what are the advantages of Bilkent’s adjunct program? 
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3.2. In your view, what are the disadvantages of Bilkent’s adjunct program? 
3.3. In what ways do students benefit from Bilkent’s adjunct program? 
3.4. In what ways do language teachers benefit from Bilkent’s adjunct program? 
3.5. In what ways do content teachers benefit from Bilkent’s adjunct program? 
3.6. What are the greatest problems that you associate with Bilkent’s adjunct  
       program? 
3.7. What do you think the future holds for Bilkent’s adjunct program? 
3.8. Since such a program requires a lot of work, do you expect any additional  
       support from the administration? If so, what kind of support do you anticipate? 
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APPENDIX C 
Bilkent Adjunct Program Questionnaire 
PART A: BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Please answer the questions below. Indicate your answer with a TICK (). 
1. Number of years at Bilkent 
____ 1-3 years    ____4-6 years    ____ 7-9 years    ____ 10-12 years    ____ 13 + years 
2. Number of years involved in Bilkent’s Adjunct Program 
_____ less than 1 year     _____1-3 years     _____ 4-6 years     _____ 7 + years 
3. Nature of your association with Bilkent’s Adjunct Program (Please check one) 
_____ Teaching a content class linked/paired with a language class 
_____ Teaching a language class linked/paired with a content class  
4. Which Adjunct Program are you associated with? 
_____ FAST (for political sciences, international relations) 
_____ Culture, Civilization and Ideas I 
_____ Other (please specify) ______________________________________________ 
5. What is the highest academic degree that you have received?   
____ B.A./B.S.  (or equivalent)    In what field?  
_______________________________ 
____ M.A./M.S.  (or equivalent)  In what field?  
_______________________________ 
____ Ph.D. (or equivalent)           In what field?  
_______________________________ 
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PART B:  FACTORS INFLUENCING THE ESTABLISHMENT & 
MAINTENANCE OF BILKENT’S ADJUNCT PROGRAM 
Think about Bilkent’s Adjunct Program--the program that pairs select content and language 
courses-- from your point of view (i.e., as a Content instructor or as an English instructor) 
when considering this question:  In your opinion, to what extent have the issues raised in 
these statements influenced Bilkent in establishing and maintaining its Adjunct 
Programs? 
Tick () the most appropriate response, choosing from among the following responses: 
Significant Influence, Moderate Influence, Minimal Influence, and No Influence. 
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1- Students’ inability to succeed in content classes.     
2- Belief that linking language and content classes would help students become better 
language learners. 
    
3- Belief that linking language and content classes would help students become more 
successful in their content studies. 
    
4- Belief that linking language and content classes would help students to improve their 
academic English abilities. 
    
5- Belief that linking language and content classes would help students with valuable 
opportunities for practicing what they learn in their paired content and language classes. 
    
6- Belief that linking language and content classes would increase the motivation of 
learners. 
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7- Belief that linking language and content classes would decrease students’ anxieties.      
8- Belief that linked classes are mutually beneficial That is, what is learned in one class 
assists students in the other and vice versa.  
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PART C:  INSTRUCTORS' ATTITUDES TOWARD BILKENT’S ADJUNCT 
PROGRAM 
Based on your experience with Bilkent’s Adjunct Program, to what extent do you agree with 
the following statements? Tick () the most appropriate answer, choosing from among these 
five responses: Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree, or No opinion.  
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1- Bilkent’s Adjunct Program helps Bilkent students to understand the content introduced in 
their content classes. 
    
 
 
 
2- Bilkent’s Adjunct Program helps Bilkent students to understand the language used in their 
content classes.  
     
  
3- Bilkent’s Adjunct Program improves students’ academic abilities. 
    
 
  
4- Bilkent’s Adjunct Program creates useful links between language and content classes. 
     
5- The linkages created between content and language classes in Bilkent’s Adjunct Program help 
students to learn subject matter better. 
     
6- The linkages created between content and language classes in Bilkent’s Adjunct Program help 
students to improve their language abilities. 
     
7- The support of the administration is important in maintaining the Adjunct Program. 
     
8- The opinions of content teachers should be considered in the development of Bilkent’s 
Adjunct Program. 
   
9- The opinions of language teachers should be considered in the development of Bilkent’s 
Adjunct Program. 
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10- Adjunct Program language and content teachers should be encouraged to work 
cooperatively. 
     
11- Materials and lesson plans developed for content classes should be prepared jointly by 
language and content teachers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12- Adjunct Program-related responsibilities should be shared between language and content  
teachers. 
     
13- The content and language teachers whose courses are paired in the Adjunct Program should 
be selected carefully to ascertain that they are willing to cooperate with one another. 
  
 
    
14- It is possible for Adjunct Program instructors to prepare useful classroom activities by 
integrating elements of the two paired courses. 
  
 
     
15- The Bilkent administration should provide students enrolled in paired classes with some 
assistance (e.g., with tutoring) to improve their success in language and content learning. 
  
 
     
16- The interests and expectations of students should be considered in the development of the 
Adjunct Program courses. 
        
17- One of the goals of the Adjunct Program should be to build students’ self-confidence. 
     
18- Language learning strategies, especially for reading, should be emphasized in the Adjunct 
Program. 
  
 
    
19- Students enrolled in the linked classes should be informed about the rationale of Bilkent’s 
Adjunct Program.  
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20- Students enrolled in the linked classes should understand the purpose of Bilkent’s Adjunct 
Program. 
     
21- Bilkent’s Adjunct Program should be expanded to include a larger number of disciplines. 
     
22- The number of hours required for paired classes should be balanced; for example, a three-
hour content course should be linked to a three-hour language class. 
     
23- The language teachers involved in Bilkent’s Adjunct Program should believe in the Adjunct 
Program. 
     
24- The content teachers involved in Bilkent’s Adjunct Program should believe in the Adjunct 
Program. 
     
25- Language teachers should attend the content class linked to their language course to 
understand the language demands of students’ content learning. 
     
26- Content teachers should be involved in determining the language emphasis of the language 
classes linked to their content courses. 
     
27- Bilkent’s Adjunct Program should be continued.      
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APPENDIX D 
Cover Letter Sent to Participants  
with Bilkent University Adjunct Program Questionnaire 
Dear Bilkent Faculty,  
 I am a student enrolled in the MA TEFL Program at Bilkent University. I am 
conducting a study on Bilkent University’s Adjunct Program, the program that pairs 
content classes and language classes to help students succeed in their studies at Bilkent. 
As a part of my study, I would appreciate it if you could take time from your busy 
schedules to reflect on your attitudes towards this program by completing a short 
questionnaire. Please answer the questionnaire fully and honestly. You do not need to 
put your name on the questionnaire. Be assured that your answers will be kept strictly 
confidential.  
The questionnaire is composed of three parts: (A) background of participants, 
(B) factors influencing the establishment and maintenance of Bilkent's Adjunct Program, 
and (C) instructor's attitudes toward Bilkent's Adjunct Program. I hope that the results of 
this study will help Bilkent Faculty meet the needs of their students. Thank you, in 
advance, for your full participation. 
Please return the completed questionnaire to me [ebdogan@bilkent.edu.tr] as an 
attachment by {24, April 2003}. If you would prefer to give me a hard copy of the 
completed questionnaire, let me know when and where I can pick it up. My contact 
information is listed below my name.  
Phones:                Egemen Barı DOAN  
Dorm: 6255 Cell: 0 533 366 07 41                                      MA TEFL, Bilkent University 
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APPENDIX E 
Publications Used in the Development of the CCI Adjunct Program 
Benesch, S. (1988). Ending remediation: Linking ESL and content in higher education.  
     Washington, D.C.: Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages. 
 
Benesch, S. (1992). Sharing responsibilities: An alternative to adjunct model. College  
     ESL, 2, 1, 1-10. 
 
Brinton, D.M. & Master, P. (1997). New ways in content-based instruction. Washington,  
     D.C.: Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages. 
 
Kasper, L.K. (1994). Improved reading performance for ESL students through academic  
     course pairing. Journal of Reading, 37, 5, 376-384. 
 
Kasper, L.K. (1995). Theory and practice in content-based ESL reading instruction.  
     English for Specific Purposes, 14, 3, 223-230. 
 
Kasper, L. (1995/96). Using discipline-based texts to boost college ESL reading  
     instruction. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 39, 4, 298-306. 
 
O'Riordan, M. & Wach, H. (1998), Linking ESL and the Humanities: More grease to our  
     elbows. College ESL, 8, 17-39.  
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APPENDIX F 
Factors Influencing the Establishment & Maintenance of Bilkent’s Adjunct Programs 
Influencing Factors 
(Questionnaire Part B, Items 1-8) 
 
Participants 
 
SI 
 
MI 
 
MIN I 
 
NI 
 
Total 
CL 1 2 1  4 
LL 6 4 3 1 14 
B1- Students’ inability to succeed 
in content classes. 
Total 7 6 4 1 18 
CL 4    4 
LL 2 6 6  14 
B2- Belief that linking language 
and content classes would help 
students become better language 
learners. Total 6 6 6  18 
CL 4    4 
LL 9 2 2  13 
B3- Belief that linking language 
and content classes would help 
students become more successful 
in their content studies. Total 13 2 2  17 
CL 3 1   4 
LL 9 5   14 
B4- Belief that linking language 
and content classes would help 
students to improve their 
academic English abilities. Total 12 6   18 
CL 2 2   4 
LL 3 6 5  14 
B5- Belief that linking language 
and content classes would help 
students with valuable 
opportunities for practicing what 
they learn in their paired content 
and language classes. Total 5 8 5  18 
CL 1 2  1 4 
LL 3 3 7 1 14 
B6- Belief that linking language 
and content classes would 
increase the motivation of 
learners. Total 4 5 7 2 18 
CL 1 2  1 4 
LL 2 7 3 2 14 
B7- Belief that linking language 
and content classes would 
decrease students’ anxieties.  Total 3 9 3 3 18 
CL 3 1   4 
LL 7 6 1  14 
B8- Belief that linked classes are 
mutually beneficial. That is, what 
is learned in one class assists 
students in the other vice versa. Total 10 7 1  18 
SI= Significant Influence     MI: Moderate Influence     Min I= Minimal Influence     NI= No Influence 
CL= Content Lecturers        LL= Language Lecturers 
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APPENDIX G 
Rationale for Bilkent’s Adjunct Programs 
SA= Strongly Agree     A= Agree     D= Disagree     SD= Strongly Disagree     NO= No Opinion 
CL= Content Lecturers LL= Language Lecturers 
 
 
Rationale of the Adjunct 
Program 
(Questionnaire Part C, 
Items 1-6) 
Participants SA A D SD NO Total 
CL 4  1   5 
LL 9 2 3   14 
C1- Bilkent’s Adjunct 
Program helps Bilkent 
students to understand the 
content introduced in their 
content classes. 
Total 13 2 4   19 
CL 2 2 1   5 
LL 8 4 1  1 14 
C2- Bilkent’s Adjunct 
Program helps Bilkent 
students to understand the 
language used in their 
content classes.  
Total 10 6 2  1 19 
CL 2 1 2   5 
LL 8 5   1 14 
C3- Bilkent’s Adjunct 
Program improves 
students’ academic 
abilities. 
Total 10 6 2  1 19 
CL 2 1 2   5 
LL 6 7 1   14 
C4- Bilkent’s Adjunct 
Program creates useful 
links between language 
and content classes. 
Total 8 8 3   19 
CL 4   1  5 
LL 7 6 1   14 
C5- The linkages created 
between content and 
language classes in 
Bilkent’s Adjunct Program 
help students to learn 
subject matter better. Total 11 6 1 1  19 
CL 2 2 1   5 
LL 4 8 2   14 
C6- The linkages created 
between content and 
language classes in 
Bilkent’s Adjunct Program 
help students to improve 
their language abilities. Total 6 10 3   19 
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APPENDIX H 
Development & Implementation Issues 
Development & 
Implementation Issues 
(Questionnaire Part C, Items 7-
22) 
 
Participants 
 
 
SA 
 
 
 
A 
 
 
 
D 
 
 
 
SD 
 
 
 
NO 
 
 
 
Total 
 
 
CL 2 1 2   5 
LL 13 1    14 
C7- The support of the 
administration is important in 
maintaining the Adjunct 
Program. 
Total 15 2 2   19 
CL 5     5 
LL 11 2 1   14 
C-8 The opinions of content 
teachers should be considered 
in the development of 
Bilkent’s Adjunct Program. Total 16 2 1   19 
CL 5     5 
LL 11 3    14 
C-9 The opinions of language 
teachers should be considered 
in the development of 
Bilkent’s Adjunct Program. Total 16 3    19 
CL 3 2    5 
LL 12 2    14 
C-10 Adjunct Program 
language and content teachers 
should be encouraged to work 
cooperatively. Total 15 4    19 
CL 1 3  1  5 
LL 2 3 8 1  14 
C-11 Materials and lesson 
plans developed for content 
classes should be prepared 
jointly by language and 
content teachers. Total 3 6 8 2  19 
CL 1 3  1  5 
LL 7 6 1   14 
C-12 Adjunct Program-related 
responsibilities should be 
shared between language and 
content teachers. Total 8 9 1 1  19 
CL 2 2 1   5 
LL 7 5 1  1 14 
C-13 The content and 
language teachers whose 
courses are paired in the 
Adjunct Program should be 
selected carefully to ascertain 
that they are willing to 
cooperate with one another. 
Total 9 7 2  1 19 
CL  3  1 1 5 
LL 5 7 2   14 
C14- It is possible for Adjunct 
Program instructors to prepare 
useful classroom activities by 
integrating elements of the 
two-paired courses.  Total 5 10 2 1 1 19 
CL 4 1    5 
LL 3 5 4  2 14 
C-15 The Bilkent 
administration should provide 
students enrolled in paired 
classes with some assistance 
(e.g., with tutoring) to improve 
their success in language and 
content learning. 
Total 7 6 4  2 19 
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CL 1 3  1  5 
LL 5 5 3  1 14 
C16- This interests and 
expectations of students should 
be considered in the 
development of the Adjunct 
Program courses. Total 6 8 3 1 1 19 
CL 3 1 1   5 
LL 7 5 1   13 
C17- One of the goals of the 
Adjunct Program should be to 
build students’                    
self-confidence. Total 10 6 2   18 
CL 3 2    5 
LL 8 4 2   14 
C18- Language learning 
strategies, especially for 
reading, should be emphasized 
in the Adjunct Program. Total 11 6 2   19 
CL 2 2 1   5 
LL 12 2    14 
C-19 Students enrolled in the 
linked classes should be 
informed about the rationale of 
Bilkent’s Adjunct Program. Total 14 4 1   19 
CL 2 2 1   5 
LL 10 3    13 
C-20 Students enrolled in the 
linked classes should 
understand the purpose of 
Bilkent’s Adjunct Program. Total 12 5 1   18 
CL 2 3    5 
LL 8 2  1 3 14 
C-21 Bilkent’s Adjunct 
Program should be expanded 
to include a larger number of 
disciplines. Total 10 5  1 3 19 
CL 2 1  1 1 5 
LL 6 3 2 1 2 14 
C-22 The number of hours 
required for paired classes 
should be balanced; for 
example, a three-hour content 
course should be linked to a 
three-hour language class. Total 8 4 2 2 3 19 
 
SA= Strongly Agree A= Agree D= Disagree SD= Strongly Disagree NO: No Opinion 
CL= Content Lecturers LL= Language Lecturers 
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APPENDIX I 
Attitudes toward Current & Future Adjunct Programs 
Attitudes toward Current & 
Future Adjunct Programs 
(Questionnaire Part C, Items 
23,27) 
 
Participants 
 
 
SA 
 
 
 
A 
 
 
 
D 
 
 
 
SD 
 
 
 
NO 
 
 
 
Total 
 
 
CL 3 1   1 5 
LL 12 2    14 
C-23 The language teachers 
involved in Bilkent’s Adjunct 
Program should believe in the 
Adjunct Program. Total 15 3   1 19 
CL 3 1   1 5 
LL 12 2    14 
C-24 The content teachers 
involved in Bilkent’s Adjunct 
Program should believe in the 
Adjunct Program. Total 15 3   1 19 
CL 1 1 1  2 5 
LL 3 10 1 2 1 14 
C-25 Language teachers 
should attend the content 
class linked to their language 
course to understand the 
language demands of 
students’ content learning. Total 15 3    19 
CL 2 2 2   5 
LL 2 7 2 3  14 
C-26 Content teachers should 
be involved in determining 
the language emphasis of the 
language class linked to their 
content courses. Total 4 9 3 3  19 
CL 4 1    5 
LL 11 1 1  1 14 
C-27Bilkent’s Adjunct 
Program should be continued. 
 Total 15 2 1  1 19 
SA= Strongly A= Agree D= Disagree SD= Strongly Disagree NO= No Opinion 
CL= Content Lecturers LL= Language Lecturers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
